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Cases Reported this Week. 


Glasgow Coal Co. (Lim.) v, Welsh 

Kerman v. Wainewright 

Lodwig, Re. Lodwi E : 

M. Isaacs & Son v. Salbstein and Another .... 

Rainbow v. Kittoe 

Rex v. Income Tax Commissioners for Newmarket 
Division of Suffolk 

Riches v. London General Omnibus Co. and Others .. ...... 





Current Topics. 
Magna Carta. 

WE concLupE this week the printing of Dr. Gurariz’s able 
and extremely interesting address on Magna Carta. It has 
come at a time when the question of the liberty of the subject 
is very much to the front here, and the matter has been dis- 
cussed recently in letters to the 7imes by Sir Epwarp Fry 
(25th ult), Dr. Rounp (26th ult.), Lord Parmoor (28th ult.), 
Mr. J. G. Burcuer, K.C., M.P. (29th ult.), Lord Parmoor 
again (1st inst.), Mr. WiLrrep AsH_ey (2nd inst.), and ‘‘ Con- 
stitutionalist ’’ (4th inst.). For those who wish to pursue the 
controversy this list is, we think, pretty exhaustive; but we 
may also note the article by Mr. W. LLeweLtyn WILLIaAMs, 
K.C., M.P., in the Daily News of the 6th inst., and we have 
already referred to the weighty letters of ‘‘ Legalist ’’ in recent 
numbers of the Vation. There may be other contributions 
to the subject, but we rather gather that to much of the Press 
it is a matter of indifference, and possibly, if we pursued the 
research, we should find that most matters of permanent im- 
portance have been the interest of the few. We print also 
another letter from Mr. Harcraves, and as he is satisfied with 
Dr. Rovunp’s pulverisation of the other side in the Times, we 
should be sorry to interfere with so pleasing a result, though we 
must still refuse to assent to the interning of British subjects 
without trial. At any rate we have got to this point of agree- 
ment, that war is abhorrent. Incidentally we may suggest that 
Dr. Rovunp treats Magna Carta from the point of view of the 
scholar and those on the other side from the point of view of 
practical politics. This, we notice, is Sir Epwarp Fry’s 
second appearance in print—so far as we have observed—since 
the war began. The other occasion was a letter or article in 
the Nation some months ago on the ‘‘ Limitation of Arma- 
ments ’’—a subject that will become pressing when the war 
comes to an end, if it is to come to an end; unless, indeed, with 
progressive exhaustion of the nations and the horrors of 
slaughter such as Verdun, we have come to the catastrophe 
that the great laureate foresaw when 


‘‘The brute earth lightens to the sky, 
And the great on sinks in blood.”’ 


Sn a ea 





332 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. March i1, 1916 

















Naturalized Aliens. 

Ir 1s stated that various sections of the business community 
are again getting restless as to association with members 
who are naturalized British subjects of enemy origin, and we do 
not deny that this is, under the circumstances, not to be won- 
dered at ; and since a man can associate with whom he will, the 
feeling can be carried into effect where no legal interests are in 
question. But, of course, before the law, all British subjects, 
whether so born or not, have the same standing. A natural- 
ized subject has, as from the date of his naturalization, to all 
intents and purposes the status of a natural born British sub- 
ject (British Nationality, &c., Act, 1914, s. 3). There has 
been on the part of some public bodies a tendency to ignore 
this, even when exercising judicial or quasi-judicial functions ; 
but an Alderman of the City of London recognized it recently 
(ante, p. 312), and the point is, of course, clear. As 
regards enemy residents generally, it is well to recognize, too, 
that this war has seen a serious retrogression. This appears 
not only from the old reports, but from casual notes of eminent 
writers, such, for instance, as Francts HarGrave’s note to 
Co. Litt. 1295. Lord Coxe says in his note on LitrLetron 
that an alien enemy shall maintain neither real nor personal 
action until the return of peace—an ancient rule settled fina!ly 
by Calvin's case (7 Co. Rep. 1); but Harcrave qualifies it by 
observing that enemy subjects resident here, so long as they 
peacefully demean themselves, are to be deemed alien friends 
in effect. That, no doubt, was the current opinion up till the 
present war, and was acted on by the Courts as soon as the war 
broke out. But it will be for future times to pass judgment 
on the treatment to which these ‘‘ alien friends ’’ have been 
since subjected under the pressure of circumstances. 


The Future Trade War. 

ANOTHER NOTE of Harcrave’s in the same place is interesting 
in view of current commercial proposals. ‘‘ A proclamation 
prohibiting commerce, as anctently between the Emperor and 
the Queen, doth not disable a German in a personal action ”’ ; 
and he refers to a MS. report of 41 Eliz. We have not hunted up 
this proclamation, but it seems that when the present war is 
over, and the new trade war begins, with its ban on German 
commerce, a German will be able to sue here. That a com- 
mercial war of this kind can follow a formal peace is, of course, 
questionable, and we do not know that there is any responsible 
opinion in favour of it. In other respects, too, current opinion 
is a reversion to a more primitive—some, perhaps, will say, a 
necessary—type. During the last hundred years or so it was a 
commonplace that the plea of alien enemy was an odious plea, 
and, Lord Coxe and Calvin’s case notwithstanding, judges did 
all they could to discountenance it. The Courts, it was said, 
in Schepeler v. Durant (1854, 14 C. B. 582), have so discoun- 
tenanced the plea as to require the utmost technical strictness 
in the form of it, and ‘‘ we shall certainly not permit it to 
be pleaded if we can help it.’’ In the Napoleonic and the 
Crimean wars there was, we imagine, quite a different attitude 
to the individual alien enemy than to-day. We are, of course, 
aware of the explanation that will be given, and we need not 
state it. It springs immediately tothe mind. But this is not 
the first of wars, nor the Germans the first of our enemies: and 
we wonder whether the lawyer of the future will find the real 
explanation in the increased power of Press clamour and the 
lessened independence of the Courts. 


Pecuniary Liabilities of Persons on Military 
Service. 

THE PROPER way of providing relief for persons on military 
service against their pecuniary liabilities is a difficult question, 
though it seems probable that some solution of it will shortly 
be attempted. Meanwhile the text of a Bill promoted by 


Sir Atrrep Monp has been published in the Press, though 
we do not find that it has been actually introduced. We 
stated briefly at the beginning of the wat the measures in this 
respect which are in force in France and Germany. In France, 
by a law of 5th August, 1914, it is enacted that, until the 





cessation of hostilities, no proceedings shall be instituted and 
no execution shal] take place against persons on active service, 
except in the case of public prosecutions (59 Soxicirors’ 
JouRNAL, pp. 202, 230). In Germany an Act was passed on 
4th August, 1914, based on a similar Act of 1870, passed at 
the beginning of the Franco-German War, providing that 
proceedings in the civil, commercial, and industrial courts 
should be suspended where—speaking generally—one of the 
parties was on active service ; but the suspension terminates on 
the termination of the state of war (59 SortcirTors’ Journat, 
p. 55). In this country a certain measure of protection is 
afforded by the Courts (Emergency Powers) Act, 1914, and in 
the case of soldiers who come from the industrial classes, we 
believe the scale of separation allowances makes it easier in 
this country than elsewhere to ‘‘ keep the home fires burning ”’ 
but with many middle-class families it is different, and there 
must be at the present time both great anxiety for the future, 
and in not a few cases, we fear, immediate hardship. Sir 
ALFRED Monp interested himself in the matter some months 
ago, and an article by him appeared in the Westminster Gazette 
—we think last December—in which he stated the provisions, 
actual or proposed, of the French law, and urged that the 
courts should have very wide powers as to the cancellation or 
modification of contracts, and he outlined his proposed 
measure. He made the same proposals in a letter to the Times 
of 19th November, and also dealt with the question of the 
pecuniary loss which might be suffered by the other party to 
the contract; but he considered that this was one of those 
losses arising out of the exigencies of the war which the 
Government could not be expected to compensate. 


Sir Alfred Mond’s Soldiers and Sailors Relief 
Bill. 

THE Bit which Sir Atrrep Monp has prepared is called 
the Soldiers and Sailors (Relief) Bill, and consists of nine 
clauses. Under clause 1 any person serving in His Majesty’s 
Forces, who is under liability in respect of a contract made by 
him before he joined, may apply for relief ; but relief will only 
be given if he proves to the satisfaction of the Court that his 
inability to fulfil his contractual obligations 1s attributable, 
directly or indirectly, to his joining; and clause 2 includes 
tenancies for less than a year, or in which the rent does not 
exceed £30 in London or £20 elsewhere, and policies of in- 
surance for £50 or less. Clause 3 gives the Court power either 
(a) to suspend the contract, on terms, for a period not exceed- 
ing six months after the termination of the war, or (4) to reduce 
the amounts of any instalments or periodical payments, or (¢) 
to cancel the tenancy or contract on such terms and conditions 
as it may think just. Under clause 4 application for relief can 
be made after death or permanent disablement, or a prior order 
may be reviewed. Clause 6 carries the proposals further than 
Sir ALrrep Monp suggested in his letter to the Times referred 
to above, and enables a person who, by reason of an order made 
under the Act, is unable to meet his liabilities in his turn to 
apply for relief, as if his application were under clause 3. 
The Bill appears to have been drafted before the Military 
Service Act, 1916, was passed, but in principle it seems that 
it would apply in the same way to persons who have voluntarily 
joined the Forces and those who come in under compulsion. 
In the case of any such measure—as with Emergency Legis- 
lation generally—it must be remembered that, in attempting 
to remove one class of hardships, it inevitably creates others. 
The guiding principle in testing its expediency must be, 
whether the hardships removed greatly preponderate over those 
created, and, where the interests of different persons conflict, 
the interests of persons who are on active service and their 
families are to be preferred. 





Accidents Arising out of Employment. 


WE NEED not at present refer again to the numerous cases 
decided in recent years by the House of Lords and the Court 
of Appeal as to when an accident suffered ‘‘ in the course o! 
employment ’’ can be said to arise out of the employment. 
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But two cases decided within the last few weeks by the House of 
Lords may be noted. In Hutchinson v. Mackinnon (ante, 
p. 320), a seaman on board ship drank from a tin in the ship’s 
stores a liquid which he imagined to be water, but which turned 
out to be caustic soda solution, placed in the tin by the boat- 
swain for the purpose of cleansing it. He was poisoned and 
completely incapacitated for work. Drinking water, it was 
found as a fact, was obtainable from a pump by seamen on 
board the applicant’s ship, but, to cool the water, it was the 
practice to put it in tins in a cool place. Notwithstanding a 
decision of two Scottish Courts in favour of the workman, the 
House of Lords held unanimously, as a conclusion of law, that 
the drinking of drugged liquids by mistake for water is an 
ordinary risk in life, and cannot be said to be so materially 
increased in the case of seamen as to be a risk incidental to 
the employment. Hence the injury to the seaman was not due 
to an accident for which he was entitled to compensation. But 
in Glasgow Coal C'o. v. Welsh (reported elsewhere) the law- 
lords have held with equal unanimity that a collier who was sent 
to bale a flooded pit, and stood eight hours in the water, with 
the result that he contracted rheumatism which partially inca- 
pacitated him and decreased his earning power, was entitled to 
compensation. The transient liability to immersion in a 
flooded pit, it would seem, is sufficiently connected with the 
special risks of a collier’s occupation to make the consequent 
rheumatic affliction an accident arising out of the employment. 


Submarines and Agents’ Commission. 

A TROUBLESOME case to understand in its exact legal bear- 
ings is that of a Divisional Court, Riptey and Avory, JJ., in 
Foster’s Agency (Limited) v. Romaine (Times, 24th February). 
A firm of agents procured for a lady artiste a twelve weeks’ 
music-hall engagement in Australia, to commence on or about 
lst September, 1915. The agreement was dated 12th August, 
1914, a few days after war commenced. The agents were to 
receive a commission of 10 per cent. on the salary accruing 
under the agreement, which also provided that, should the 
engagement not be fulfilled through default of the artiste 
other than certified illness, she must pay commission as if the 
engagement had been fulfilled. -At that time no one contem- 
plated the horrors and risks of submarine warfare. But 
before the date for performance arrived these novel risks came 
on the scene, and in dread thereof the lady, without con- 
sulting the agents, arranged a postponement of her engage- 
ment in Australia. Of course, if the engagement had gone 
off as the result of her default, then, both under the terms of 
the contract, and independently of it, the agents are entitled 
to commission. But in a case such as this, where the 
engagement is postponed (without the agents’ consent), there 
is clearly a novation of the contract—.e., its termination 
otherwise than by performance; and this, too, would seem to 
entitle the agents to treat the contract as terminated by the 
artiste’s default. So the real question, although by no means 
the only one argued, seems to be whether the coming of sub- 
marine attacks on liners is a new and unexpected contingency, 
not contemplated by the parties, which renders impossible the 
performance of the contract, as in Krel/ v. Henry (1903, 2 
K. B. 740), and that class of cases. A county court judge 
held that the case was one of uncontemplated subsequent 
impossibility which excused performance, but the Divisional 
Court thought otherwise, and found that the agents were 
entitled to judgment. 


Adulteration of Drugs in the United States, 

THE Supreme Court of the United States has just delivered 
a decision of great importance to the manufacturers and 
vendors of drugs in the great Republic. By an Act of Con- 
gress of June, 1906, entitled ‘‘ An Act for preventing the 
manufacture, sale, or transportation of adulterated, or mis- 
branded, or poisonous, or deleterious foods, drugs, medicines, 
and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein,’’ it is unlawful 
for any person to manufacture within any territory or the 
district of Columbia any article, or food, or drug ‘which is 
adulterated or misbranded, within the meaning of the Act, 





under a penalty not exceeding 500 dollars. By section 2 the 
introduction into any State from any foreign country, or 
shipment to any foreign country, of food or drugs adulterated 
or misbranded within the meaning of the Act, is prohibited. 
By section 8 the term ‘‘ misbranded’’ as used therein is to 
‘‘ apply to all drugs . the package or label of which shall 
bear any statement regarding such article which shall be 
false or misleading in any particular.’’ In proceedings under 
this Act the Supreme Court of New York decided that the 
enactment was directed, not against all false statements 
generally, but only against such as determined the identity of 
the article, including possibly its strength, quality, and 
purity, and that knowingly false statements about the curative 
effect of compounds were not sufficient to warrant a convic- 
tion. The Act, having regard to this decision, was amended 
by an Act of 1912, which contained a paragraph as follows :—~ 
‘“‘If the package or label shall bear or contain any statement 
regarding the curative or therapeutic effect’ of such article 
which is false and fraudulent.’’ This amendment was 
impeached as unconstitutional in the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and that tribunal decided, as might reasonably 
have been expected, that there was no ground for saying that 
Congress may not legislate against the transportation of 
swindling preparations. 
The Emoluments of Crown Officers. 

In ‘‘ The Life Jottings of an old Edinburgh Citizen,’’ by 
Sir J. H. A. Macponatp, Lord Justice-Clerk, the learned 
Judge refers to his appointment to the office of Solicitor- 
General of Scotland, and observes: ‘‘ There was nothing of 
value in the office of Solicitor-General except the honour of 
the position, the emoluments not reaching to a thousand a 
year. In my case the possession of the post involved on more 
than one occasion a loss greater than the official salary. When 
the trial of the City of Glasgow Bank directors took place my 
private practice fell off to nothing, as it was known that close 
attendance would have to be given to a long trial, and, of 
course, as practice was stopped, it took a considerable time 
before new work came in.’’ Later on, he writes, ‘‘ my friend, 
AsHER, when Solicitor-General, must have suffered great loss 
when he had to conduct the prosecution of ALFrep JOHN 
Monson, a trial which lasted nine days.’’ The emoluments of 
the Crown Officers in the northern part of the island are much 
less than those in England, but English advocates of eminence 
have expressed their unwillingness to accept the office of 
Solicitor-General, notably Sir Joun CoLeripcGe, who, after 
referring in a letter to the difficulty, and almost uncertainty, 
of getting paid his Tichborne fee—‘‘ in a case, too, which has 
almost annihilated me professionally ’’—adds that he cannot 
help feeling depressed at the decline in the number of briefs 
which he had been accustomed to receive. Members of the 
Bar whose position is obscure and uncertain may be com- 
forted by the thought that even a King’s Attorney has his 
cares and anxieties. ° 


What is a ** Neutralizer "? 

THE TERM “‘ neutralizer ’’ does not occur in any of the recent 
discussions on the rights and liabilities of neutrals, and it is 
not, so far as we can find, explained in any of the leading 
dictionaries, but it appears to have been well known in the 
year 1810. The headnote to De Matton v. De Mellon (2 
Campb. 410) is as follows:—‘‘ A Frenchman domiciled at 
Lisbon consigns a cargo, which is his property, to Nantes, 
under the name of a native Portuguese, who acts as 
‘“‘neutralizer.’’ The ship being taken and brought into an 
English port, the cargo is libelled in the Court of Admiralty. 
The Portuguese, with the privity of the Frenchman, claims 
it, and it is decreed to be delivered up to him as neutral pro- 
perty. Held, that an action at law could not afterwards be 
maintained by the Frenchman against the Portuguese to re- 
cover the proceeds of the cargo.’’ It appears from the report 
that the plaintiff argued that the adventure might have been 
carried on in his own name, and could not be vitiated by the 
substitution of the name of a native Portuguese subject. The 
object of that probably was to lull suspicion, and to prevent 
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capture, but the plaintiff had only to guard against groundless 
suspicion and unjust capture. Lord ELLEnBorovex, however, 
in deciding against the plaintiff, held that he could not have the 
assistance of the Courts in carrying on his system of deception. 


Ground Rents and the Restriction of Rent, &c., 
Act. 

A CORRESPONDENT inquired recently (ante, p. 285) whether 
the Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 1915, applies to a mortgage of 
ground rents secured on houses to which the Act applies. We 
intimated our opinion that it does not, and we think the words 
and scheme of the Act bear this out. The Act applies 
generally to houses of a specified value which are let as separate 
dwellings (sect. 2 (2)), and, in the case of mortgages, it applies 
to mortgages of such dwelling houses. Now a ground rent is 
either the rent itself; this is the popular view; and then it is 
not a dwelling house at all: or it is a reversion on a long lease 
of the dwelling house ; this is the conveyancing meaning ; and 
then it is equally outside the Act, which contemplates a present 
interest-—such an immediate holding of the house as makes the 
raising of the rent against the tenant practicable. No Emer- 
gency Legislation is required to prevent a ground rent being 
raised. Possibly it is sufficient to say that a ground rent is not 
a dwelling house. 


Supplying Words in Wills. 


We have been favoured by a correspondent with a copy of 
the shorthand writer’s notes of the judgment of Astsury, J., 
in Re Edward Maas, Barratt v. Maas, delivered on 15th 
November, 1915, and confirmed shortly afterwards by the 
Court of Appeal, the appeal having been expedited. It was 
heard by Astsury, J., on a Monday afternoon after his 
chamber list, and appears not to have been reported. A short 
statement of the testamentary disposition which had to be con- 
strued will shew at once the difficulty to be met and the import- 
ance of the decision. The testator devised all his real and the 
residue of his personal estate to trustees ‘‘ upon the trusts 
hereinafter declared concerning the same,’’ and then, after a 
provision relating to his business, he proceeded :— 

As to all the rest residue and remainder of my estate whatsoever 
and wheresoever real and personal and whether in possession 
reversion remainder or expectancy I direct my trustees to sell 
and convert into money such parts of my personal estate as do 
not consist of money or securities for money at such times and in 
such manner as my trustees shall think most advantageous for my 
estate with full power to postpone the sale and realization of all 
or any part thereof to such time or times as they may deem best 
and after payment of all the costs of and incident to such sales 
or realization to pay out of the net moneys arising therefrom and 
from the sale of my said business my debts funeral and testa 
mentary expenses and the legacies hereinbefore bequeathed and 
invest the balance (hereinafter called ‘my residuary trust funds ’’) 
as directed. 

The will then went on to provide that the trust funds should 
be divided into fifths, and in the case of four of the fifths he 
called it the fifth part ‘‘ of my residuary trust funds,’’ and in 
the case of the last fifth he called it “‘ the remaining equal fifth 
part of my trust funds.’’ 

Reading the above, it is, of course, obvious that the drafts- 
man was framing an ordinary will disposing of the whole real 
and residuary personal estate by way of trust for sale and 
conversion, but in the actual trust for sale he had omitted to 
refer to real estate, and so the subsequent trusts of the net 
proceeds applied, in terms, only to the proceeds of the residuary 
personal estate, leaving the beneficial interest in the real estate 
undisposed of. One way of meeting the difficulty was boldly 
to supply the words “ real or’’ before personal, and so make 
the trust for sale cover real as well as personal estate. And 
words are sometimes supplied in pursuance of a necessary 
implication to avoid an intestacy, provided the Court can see 
clearly what are the omitted words (Hope v. Potter, 3K. & J., 
p. 209). But the Court is chary of doing this, and Astsury, 
J., preferred to follow a less direct course. He proceeded on 


the principle that the will must be taken as a whole, and if 
he was satisfied—as, in fact, he was—that the testator intended 
to deal with the whole of his property, real and personal, then 
effect ought to be given to his will. But this intention, we 
may observe, is an intention to be gathered from the words 
the testator has used, and not by making a guess, however 
probable, at what he intended. Proceeding on these lines, 
the learned Judge found in the initial words a clear intention 
to dispose and declare trusts of his whole real and personal 
estate. 

It was suggested in argument that the direction to sell might 
be split into two parts so as really to cover real estate, thus : — 
As to all the rest of my estate, real and personal, I direct my 
trustees to sell—pausing here—and convert into money such 
parts of my personal estate, &c. This gives a direction to sell 
the real and personal estate and to convert such parts of the per- 
sonal estate as did not consist of money. But Astsvury, J., 
regarded this as a strained construction, and it is certainly not 
the natural way of reading the disposition. Passing on, there 
is the power to sell in such manner as should be most advan- 
tageous to the ‘‘ estate ’’—clearly meaning the whole estate— 
with power to postpone, and even if there was no express trust 
for sale of the real estate, a trust must be implied from the 
power to postpone the sale. And finally, in the disposition of 
the ‘‘ residuary trust funds,’’ the learned Judge thought it 
was impossible to doubt that these were co-extensive with the 
property which the testator had described at the beginning of 
the clause as all his real estate and the residue of his personal 
estate. There were, indeed, cumulative indications that the 
trust for sale was really intended to cover the real estate, not- 
withstanding the absence of the appropriate express words, and 
so Astsury, J., and the Court of Appeal decided; but our 
correspondent is perhaps right when he suggests that the case 
carries the willingness of the Court to remake badly-drawn 
wills further than it has hitherto been carried in reported cases. 








Magna Carta." 


(Continued from page 319.) 
The phrase “ the law of the land,’ as used in Magna Carta, must 
have been intended at the time to include procedure as well as 
substantive law, but the term “due process of law,’’ now its current 


equivalent, originally related only to procedure. A very early, il 
not the earliest, use of the term “due process of law’’ will be 
found in the statute of 1354, 28 Edward III., in which it was pro- 
vided that no person should be condemned without being first 
brought to answer by due process of the law, the exact wording in 
the quaint Norman-French of the day being “saunz estre mesne en 
respons par due proces de lei.” As at the same time the Great 
Charter was being expressly confirmed “to be kept and maintained 
in all points,’’ the provision in regard to due proces de lei in the 
Act of 1354 was undoubtedly intended to be supplemental to the 
provisions of the Great Charter and to apply only to persons being 
brought to trial in a court of justice. It is true that Lord Coke in 
the seventeenth century used the phrase “due process of law’’ as 
the equivalent of “the law of the land”; but in the contem- 
paraneous Petition of Right in 1628 mention is made specifically of 
the “ Great Charter of the Liberties of England,” and its provision 
as to “ the law of the land,” and reference is made separately to the 
Act of 28 Edward IIT. and its provision that no man should be 
prosecuted “without being brought to answere by due process of 
lawe.” 

The same distinction in the use of these terms will be found in 
the history of Plymouth Colony as early as 1636 and in the early 
history of the State of New York. The New York Charter of 
Liberties and Privileges of 1683 speaks of “being brought to 
answere by due course of law,’’ the words evidently being taken 
either from the Act of Edward ITT. of 1354 or from the Petition of 
Right of 1628. The New York Constitution of 1777 used the term 
“the law of the land,” but did not use the term “due process of 
law.’’ In the New York Bill of Rights of 1787 we find the phrases 
“the law of the land,” “due process of law” and “due course of 
law,’’ and in section 4 the phrase “due process of law according to 
the law of the land.” Both terms, “the law of the land” and 

* Address before the Constitutional Convention of the State of New York at the 
Celebration of the Seven-hundredth Anniversary of Magna Carta, 15th June, 1915, DY 





WILLIAM D. GUTHRIE, Ruggles Professor of Constitutional Law in Columbia University 
| Law School. 
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“due process of law,” are used with evidently the same meaning in 
the présent Constitution of the State of New York, that is to say, 
“the law of the land”’ is used in section 1 of Arcicle I. and “due 
process of law’’ in section 6. The separate history of each section, 
the former first appearing in the Constitution of 1777 and the latter 
in the Constitution of 1821, may account for the difference in 
terminology. 

It would be interesting to trace the varying uses of these terms 
in our forty-eight state constitutions, but that must be left for 
some other occasion. A majority of the state constitutions, in- 
cluding most of the recent constitutions, now contain the term 
“due process of law.’’ As that term is the one used in the Four- 
teenth Amendment, which is applicable to all the States, it might 
be preferable, for the sake of uniformity and certainty, to adopt 
that form as less likely to confuse. Moreover, the phrase “ due 
process of law”’ lends itself readily to a more comprehensive and 
inclusive definition if we define the word “due” to mean just and 
appropriate and the word “ process’’ to mean substantive provision 
as well as procedure. 

Finally, it may be of interest to notice the sanction and security 
devised for enforcing the covenants of Magna Carta. A body or 
tribunal of twenty-five barons called executors was created in 
chapter sixty-one, who were to “be bound with all their might, 
to observe and hold, and cause to be cbserved, the peace and 
liberties we have granted and confirmed to them,’’ and who were 
to have power to compel the King himself, even by force, to keep 
the promises he had made. The clause providing this security 
or legal sanction was crude, but it was not necessarily an im- 
practicable innovation. Although the scheme failed utterly, it 
remained of immense value in principle. That principle established 
the right of the subjects to compel the King of England to obey a 
body of fixed laws outside and beyond his will; it justified revo- 
lution for just cause, and it inspired our forefathers in their 
struggle against George III. Its influence upon public sentiment 
as justifying revolution, particularly during the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, cannot well be overestimated. It served also 
to demonstrate the futility of such a tribunal and securities, and 
to lead the English people to look thereafter solely to the courts of 
justice and to their Parliament for the protection of their rights 
and liberties. The founders of our own republican governments 
may have beem warned by the failure of this provision of Magna 
Carta that it-would be unwise to create any such political body 
with power to enforce constitutional provisions, and it may have 
been for this reason that they left the enforcement of constitutional 
limitations and the protection of the individual and minorities to an 
independent non-political forum composed of impartial judges 
learned in the law and meaning “to observe it well,”’ according 
to the spirit of Magna Carta. 

In closing his great commentaries on the Constitution of the 
United States, Mr. Justice Story admonished the American people 
that, although the whole structure of our constitutional liberty 
was erected by architects of consummate skill and fidelity, with 
its defences impregnable from without, it might nevertheless perish 
in an hour by the folly or corruption or negligence of its only 
keepers, the people. It cannot be too often declared that if consti- 
tutional government and fundamental rights are to endure, they 
must be maintained and preserved by competent leaders and repre- 
sentatives of the people constantly teaching the value of the 
traditions of Magna Carta and the necessity of adhering to consti- 
tutional principles and observing constitutional morality. It was 
Lincoln who said that “As a nation of freemen we must live 
through all time, or die by suicide.” We shall perpetuate free 
government and civil liberty only as we adhere to two essential 
conditions : the one, that our fundamental rights shall continue to 
be inviolable by the state, the other, that they shall be equal. 
“Tf not inviolable, they are not rights, but only enjoyments on 
sufferance ; if not equal, they are but privileges of a class, what- 
ever that class may be.” 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Selden Society.—Year Books of Edward II., Vol. XT. 
5 Edward IL, a.p. 1311-1312. Edited for the Selden Society by 
Wirtram Crappock Bortanp, Barrister-at-Law. Bernard 
Quaritch. 


Emergency Legislation.—Employers and Workmen: a 
Handhook Explanatory of their Duties and Responsibilities under 
the Munitions of War Acts, 1915 and 1916. By Tuomas ALEXANDER 
Fyre, a Chairman of Munitions Tribunal at Glasgow. Wm. Hodge 
&Co. 2s. 6d. net. 


Correspondence. 
Magna Carta. 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I am afraid your readers will be tired of me, but you must 

ardon me for saying that you are quite weleome to cite against me 
Re Edward Fry, or what is left of him after Dr. Horace Round’s 
letter to the 7%mes, which I enclose. 

The point between us does not depend on what Sir Edward Fry 
said. 1 agree (and you, in fact, allowed me to point outa good many 
weeks ago) that retrospective legislation is abhorrent, but so is war, 
and although it is an illogical position to make a proclamation that 
has no legal force, it is at least a warning, and if people choose to 
disregard it for their own advantage, I don’t think that they are 
entitled to squeal when they are got at by a subsequent enactment. 

I hope that Sir Edward Fry, Lord Parmoor, and Dr. Round are all 
as satisfied with the position as I am. E. T. HARGRAVEs. 

10, Coleman-street, London, E.C., March 1. 

{See under “ Current Topics.” Mr. Hargrave’s letter arrived too 
late for insertion last week.—Eb. S../.] 


Aircraft Insurance and Mortgagees. 

[Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,— Please permit us to refer te “ Alpha’s” letter which appears in 
co journal of the 26th ult.,and to say that on 4th December 
ast we wrote to Mr. Walter Long, who was in charge of the Increase 
of Rent Bill, and suggested that it should be amended by providing 
that where a mortgagee asks a mortgagor to take some reasonable 
step for the preservation of the property, such as insurance against 
aircraft, whether he has covenanted to that effect or not, a refusal 
should place him outside the scope of the Act. 

‘le our letter we received a formal acknowledgment and nothing 
more. 





May, Sykes, SHEFFIELD, Powe. & Scorr Tucker. 
2, Laurence Pountney-hill, Cannon-street, E.C., March 6. 





Increase of Rent, &c., Act, Ig15. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—It seems to me your correspondent, Mr. G. H. Blackburn, is 
undoubtedly right in his interpretation of how the provisions of this 
Act apply to property in mortgage which partly consists of dwelling- 
houses to which the Act applies, and onl of other descriptions of 
property. Atany rate, I we acted on this view in three important 
eases, and have not found the solicitors concerned on the other side 
contesting the view at all. E. BRAMLEY. 

6, Paradise-square, Sheffield, March 7, 

[We agree that this is the correct view. See also the definition of 
land in section 4 for Scotland. It means “lands and heritages,” 
which favours the statutory ,wide interpretation of the term.—Eb, 
S.J.] 





The Repealed Apportionment of the Increase in 
Licence Duties. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—The Finance (No. 2) Act, 1915, by section 18 repeals section 
2 of the Finance Act, 1912 (such repealed section relating to the 
distribution of payments on account of liquor licence duties in certain 
cases), and the repealing section provides that section 2 shall cease 
to have effect and is thereby repealed without prejudice to the 
validity of any payments made in pursuance of that section. _ 

Some of your readers may have had the point under consideration 
that the section only preserves payments, and inferentiaily renders 
any sum not actually paid irrecoverable. 

March A SUBSCRIBERS. 

[See a letter at p. 42, ante. It seems that any payments made 
under the segnuiad provision are past history and cannot be claimed 
back ; but no payment not already made can be recovered. The 
tangle was hopeless. The legislation has wiped out the intended 
relief for the lessee, unless already actually allowed in payment or 
account by the lessor. This seems to be the effect.—Ep. S.J.) 





In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, the Chancellor of the Ex 
chequer informed Colonel Yate that arrangements were being made for 
the sale of Exchequer Bonds and the issue of Exchequer Bond deposit 
books through trustee savings banks. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


GLASGOW COAL CO. (LIM.) ». WELSH. 20th January; 6:h March. 
WorkMeEN's ComMpensaTION—INJURY BY ACCIDENT—ACCUMULATION OF 

Water 1n A Pit—WorkKMAN ORvDeERED TO Bate Our Water—WorK 

NECESSITATING STANDING IN Water Up to His Cuest—ExTREME AND 

ExcertionaL Exposure to Cuitt—Svus-acute Raeumatism—WORK- 

MEN'S Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 

On 23rd October, 1914, a breakdown of the pump ina collie ry be- 
longing to the appellants led to an accumulation of water, which caused 


a suspension of work in that pit. Five days later the respondent, a 


miner, deacended the pit, m the belief that he was going to hie work 
When he got down the pit he was directed to bale the 


as a brusher. 
water, and, in doing 80, he required to stand immersed in water up 
to hie chest for eight hours. He suffered from stiffness and cold and 
pains in his joints, which after three or four days rendered him unfit 
for work, and a doctor found that he was suffering from sub-acute 
rheumatism. The Sheriff-Substitute held that he was injured by aceci 
dent arising out of and in the couree of hie employment. The Court 
of Session upheld the award. The employers appealed, on the ground 
that the respondent was not incapacitated through imjpury by * acel 
dent.”’ 

Held, dismissing the appeal, that the miscalculated action of enter- 
img the water by the respondent must be taken to have constituted a 
definite event, which culminated in rheumatic affection, and that that 
miscalculation imported into that event the character of an acct 
dent’’ within the meaning of the Act 

Fenton v. Thorley & Co. (Limited) (1903 

Appeal by the employers from an interlocutor of the Second Division 
of the Court of Session (reported 52 Sc. L. R. 798, 8 B. W. C, C. 635), 
which upheld an award of Sheriff-Substitute Mackenzie at the Sheriff 
Court at Glasgow On the hearing of the appeal, counsel for the 
appellants were alone heard, and judgment was then reserved. The 
facts fully appear from the headnote. 

Lord HALDANE, in moving the appeal should be dismissed, said the 
Sheriff-Substitute had found that the rheumatism from which the 
respondent suffered ‘‘ was caused by the extreme and exceptional ex- 
posure to cold and damp to which he was subjected by complying with 
instructions given him to bale water out of the pit, which required his 
entering the water and standing in it up to his chest for eight hours. 
In order to make out his claim, a workman had to prove that there 
‘** personal injury by accident arising out of and in the course of 
his employment In the present case the arbiter found conclusively 
that there injury due to an event within the terms of section 1, 
and that finding was conclusive as to whether the respondent had dis 
charged the onus upon him, unless on the face of the award there was 
an error in law, or there was no evidence to support it. The only 
question, therefore, was whether the event could be in point of law an 
accident within the meaning of the Act, for, if so, the arbiter cer- 
tainly had before him evidence on which he could find that it had hap- 
On the question so remaining, he thought the judgment in this 
House in Fenton v. Thorley & Co. (Limited) (supra) was conclusive. If 
the definition of accident within the meaning of the Act was “an 
unlooked-for mishap or an untoward event which is not expected o1 
designed,”’ as stated by Lord Macnaghten, it covered the present case. 
Had ‘tthe respondent died suddenly while at work, say, of heart 
disease, there could be no doubt that that would have given a title to 
his dependants to claim on the footing of injury by accident. He was 
unable to see why a claim in respect of a less serious mishap should 
be excluded by the circumstance that the miscalculated action of 
entering the water in the present case must be taken to have consti- 
tuted a definite event which culminated in rheumatic affection. It was 
the miscalculation which imported into that event the character of an 
accident within the meaning of the Act. 

Lords Kinnear, SHAw, PARMOoR and WrenBuRy read judgments to 
the same effect. Appeal dismissed with costs.—Counser, for the 
appellants, Hon. Ww. Watson, K.C., and Colin Smith (for HW. OW. 
Beveridge, now serving with H.M. Forces); for the respondent, Con- 
stable, K.C., and D. Oswald Dykes. Acents, W. 7’. Craig, Glasgow; 
W. & J. Burgess, W.S., Edinburgh, and Beveridge, Greig, & Co., 
Westminster ; O'Hare, Lyons, & Co., Glasgow; J. Duglas Gardiner & 
Mill, 8.8S.C., Edinburgh, and Sewell, Edwards, & Nevill, London. 

{Reported by Erxsxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.j 
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Court of Appeal. 


INCOME TAX COMMISSIONERS FOR NEWMARKET 
DIVISION OF SUFFOLK. No. 1. 22nd February ; 3:d March. 
Income Tax—Person CHARGEABLE—INFANT—PROFITS FROM 
Bustness—No Trustee or Guarptan—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vict. c. 35), ss. 100, 173—Taxes Manacement Act, 1880 (43 & 44 
Vict. c, 19), s. 92 
A person earning propfts from any trade, business or employme nt ia 
assessable to and chargeable with income taz thereon, although he may 


REX +. 


REVENUE 





be an infant, and there are no trustees, guardians or other persons 
who have the direction, management or control of his property 
Decision of Divisional Court reversed. 3 


Appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court (Ridley, Lush and 
Low, JJ.) (reported 32 T. L. R. 205). The Newmarket Income Tax 
Commissioners had assessed William Huxley, a jockey under the age 
of twenty-one years, for payment of income tax. Huxley had been 
very suc essful in his calling, and was reputed to have earned as much 
as £2,000 a year. He had no trustee or guardian who could be 
assessed. A rule nisi was obtained for a writ of prohibition directed 
to the Commissioners to restrain them from proceeding in the assess. 
ment, and the Divisional Court made the rule absolute, on the ground 
that in their opinion, if an infant had no trustee or guardian within 
the meaning of section 41 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, he was not 
properly chargeable. The Crown appealed. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question depended on the 
construction of certain clauses in the Income Tax Acts. The charginy 
section (Income Tax Act, 1842, s. 100) made all “ persons ”’ receivine 
profits chargeable with income tax under Schedule D. The 
Crown contended that the infant was a ‘‘ person’ receiving profits, 
und that there was nothing in the Act to exempt him from liability, 
but a good deal, the other way. There was no trustee or guardian or 
other person having the direction or control of the jockey’s business, 
or of his earnings. The Act of 1842 dealt with the common case where 
trustees or guardians had the direction, control or management of an 
infant’s property. Section 41 made such persons chargeable, section 53 
provided for returns to be made by them, and section 45 for payment 
by them of the income tax and recoupment out of the infant’s property 
of the tax so paid. But those sections all presupposed the existence 
of such persons, and could not be relied on to shew that an infant who 
had no such trustee or guardian could not be made liable. Looking at 
the Act of 1842, section 173, and the Act of 1880, section 92, it appeared 
plain that the infant was a person chargeable with the tax who ought 
to make payment of the tax with which he was chargeable. Those 
sections, in his lordship’s opinion, seemed to assert that he was a 
Crown debtor, except so far, if at all, as a different result might follow 
where there was a trustee or guardian. It was argued that it would 
be a hardship to assess and charge an infant, because he had not the 
requisite discretion to make the return and to defend the proceedings, 
or to appeal. His lordship thought it was almost absurd to suggest 
that a jockey making a large income had not such discretion as to 
enable him to deliver or procure to be delivered all proper particulars, 
and, if necessary, to instruct legal advisers to protect his rights. How 
ever that might be, the statute had made an infant ‘‘ chargeable’ and 
‘* assessable,’ and therefore liable to pay income tax. The same con- 
siderations would apply to the case of a person of unsound mind; if 
he was carrying on a business under his own control and management 
he would be chargeable and assessable in the same manner as the infant 
in the present case. The Divisional Court had held that the generality 
of the charging section was controlled by the wording of other parts 
of the Act. With great respect, he was unable to take that view. The 
order appealed from would be discharged, and an order made in the 
terms of the notice of appeal. 

Puittimore and Warrineton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect, the former observing that in most of the rare cases in 
which an infant became chargeable under Schedule D it would be 
because of his exceptional and precocious skill, and that such an infant 
might be presumed to be capable of making a return.—CouNseL, Sir 
F. EB. Smith, A.-G., and Parr (for Raymond Asquith, serving in H.M. 
forces);,4. M. Bremner; Latter. Sonicrtors, Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue; Fitch & Cooper, for Button d&: Aylmer, Newmarket ; Hobson 
& MacMahon. 

[Reported by H. Laxcronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


KERMAN. v. WAINEWRIGHT. No. 2. 7th February. 
Monry-LENDER—REOPENING CLosep TRANSACTION—EXCESSIVE INTEREST 
ABSENCE oF FRAUD oR PressuRE—Money-Lenpers Act, 1900 (63 

& 64 Vict. c. 51), s. 1. 

The defendant, a lady possessed of conside rable means, in 1914 
approached the plaintiff, a registered money-lender, for a loan The 
plaintiff lent her £70, and took a promissory note for £100, of which 
£20 was to be paid in a month and the balance of £80 at the end of a 
further month. The transaction was completed, and the money r¢ paid, 
The lady then obtained another loan for the same amount, upon the 
same She repaid the firet instalment of £20, but did not repay 
the balance. In an action by the money-lender, 

Held, that the defendant was entitled to relief on the ground that 
the transaction was harsh and unconscionable, but that she was not 
entitled to reope nthe first transaction, 

Per Pickford, L.J.: There is no rule (as would appear to have been 
laid down by his lordship in Michaelson v. Nicholas (1910 W. N. 69, 
% T. L. R. 327, and noted in the Annual Practice, 1914 edition, Pp. 
164) that, where there has been no deception or pressure by the money- 
lender, the Court ought not to reopena transaction which had been 
cloae d. 

Appeal by the defendant from a decision of Ridley, J., in an action 
under order 14 by a registered money-lender to recover the balance due 
on a promissory note for £100. The defendant, a lady with a separate 


ferms. 
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income of £2,500 a year, and with disposing power over a sum of about 
£80,000, approached the plaintiff for a loan. The plaintiff lent her 
£70, and took a promissory note for £100, of which £20 was to be paid 
in a month and the balance of £80 at the end of a further month. 
That transaction was completed, and the money repaid. Subsequently, 
the defendant obtained another loan for the same amount on the same 
terms, the first instalment of £20 to be paid on 20th February, 1915, 
and the balance of £80 to be paid on 20th March, 1915. Default 
having been made in the payment of the instalment due on 20th March, 
1915, the balance remaining on the note became immediately due and 
payable, and proceedings to sign summary judgment for the amount 
claimed were instituted by the plaintiff. Ridley, J., gave judgment for 
the plaintiff for the sum claimed, but granted a stay of execution. 
The defendant appealed. 

SwinFen Eapy, L.J., said that, with some hesitation, he came to the 
conclusion that leave to open the first transaction must be refused at 
this distance of time, but, in his opinion, the interest charged by the 
plaintiff was so excessive as to render the transaction—the subject of 
the appeal—harsh and unconscionable, and the defendant was there- 
more entitled to relief. The judgment given against her would be 
reduced to £70, together with £7 for interest. 

Picxrorp, L.J., agreed. He wished to add a few words with regard 
to the case of Michaelson v. Nichols (as reported in 1910, W. N. 69, 
and more fully in 26 T. L. R. 327). He was there reported to have 
said : ‘‘ Where there was no deception or pressure he did not think that 
he ought to reopen a closed transaction.’’ That passage of his had been 
relied on by Mr. Collard in his book on the Money-lenders Acts, where 
the learned author said, at p. 113: ‘‘ When a defendant counterclaims 
to have a previous transaction, then closed and completed, reopened, 
the Court will refuse to reopen such transaction in the absence of proof 
of deéeption or pressure on the part of the money-lender’’ (see also 
Annual Practice, 1914 edition, p. 164). He was aware that the decision 
in Michaelson’s case had been frequently cited in subsequent cases as 
an authority for that proposition. If he used the words attributed to 
him, he never intended thereby to lay down any such rule; all that he 
meant to decide in that case was that, on the particular facts of that 
case, there being no fraud, the closed transaction should not be re- 
opened. The absence of fraud and pressure was an element to be con- 
sidered, and in particular instances there might be other circumstances 
which would disclose grounds to justify it. 

Bankes, L.J., agreed. Order varied accordingly.—Covunset, for the 
defendant, Pollock, K.C., and Morton Smith; for the plaintiff, Douglas 
Hogg. Soxicrrors, Nordon & Drury; W. B. Glasier. 

[Reported by Exsxins Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RICHES v, LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS CO. AND OTHERS. 
No. 2. 10th February. 


Practice—Costs—Ctaim AGAINST TWO DEFENDANTS JOINTLY—ALTER- 
native Cxiamm Acatnst Eaco Derenpant SEpARATELY—JUDGMENT 
AGAINST BOTH DEFENDANTS—APPEAL BY ONE DeFENDANT—APPEAL 
ALLOWED—Co-DEFENDANT NOT SERVED ,WITH NOTICE OF APPEAL— 
LiaBinity or Co-DEFENDANT FoR CosTs. 


The plaintiff sued to recover damages against two defendants jointly 
and severally. His case was, that a motor-van belonging to the second 
defendant ran into an omnibus belonging to the first defendants, knock- 
ing the steering-wheel out of the driver's hand, in consequence of which 
the cmnibus damaged his shop window. At the trial the jury found 
for the plaintiff against both defendants, and judgment was entered 
accordingly. The first defendants appealed; the second defendants 
did not, nor were they made parties to the appeal. The plaintiff, how- 
ever, gave the second defendants notice that should the appeal be 
allowed he would apply for an order of indemnity against any costs he 
should be ordered to pay the first defendants. The appeal was allowed, 
and judgment cabetall dev the appellants, with costs, against the plaintiff 
in the Court below and of the appeal. In respect of those costs the 
plaintiff asked for an order against the second defendants, 

Held, that as the second defendants, although no parties to the appeal, 
had nevertheless appeared on notice to oppose the order being made as 
to costs against them, they were liable to indemnify the plaintiff so 
far as he had been ordered to pay the first defendants’ costs at the 
trial; but with regard to the costs of the appeal no order would be 
made against the second defendants. 

Bullock v. London General Omnibus Co. (1907, 1 X. B. 264) followed. 


Application for judgment or new trialh in an action tried before 
Darling, J., and a jury. The plaintiff sued the London General 
Omnibus Co. and Messrs. John Jackson & Co. (Limited) to 
recover damages to his shop front alleged to have been caused by the 
joint negligence of the defendants, or, alternatively, by their separate 
negligence or by the negligence of one of them. The defendants 
delivered separate defences. The accident was caused by a motor-van 
belonging to Messrs. Jacksons colliding with a motor omnibus, with 
the result that the driver of the motor omnibus lost control of the 
steering wheel, and the motor omnibus came across the foot-pavement 
and damaged the plaintiff’s shop. On the verdict of the jury, judg- 
ment was entered against both defendants. The omnibus company 
appealed, but Messrs. Jacksons did not, and they were not made parties 
to the appeal. The plaintiff, however, gave Messrs. Jacksons notice 
that in the event of the first defendants’ appeal being allowed, he 
should ask the Court of Appeal for an order that he should be 
indemnified by the second defendants against any costs he might be 





ordered to pay the first defendants. The Court having allowed the 
appeal, counsel for the plaintiff asked for an order against the second 
defendants as in Bullock v. London General Omnibus Co. (1907, 
1 K. B. 264). The application was opposed on the ground that no 
order should be made against them as the result of an appeal to which 
they were not parties, and on which they had not been heard. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., giving judgment, said the only question that 
remains is how the costs ought to be dealt with. The first thing is 
with regard to the costs in the Court below. The omnibus company 
having succeeded, have obtained the costs of the action against the 
plaintiff. In my opinion, the plaintiff ought to be allowed the costs 
that he is so ordered to pay against their co-defendants, Messrs. Jack- 
sons, whose laundry van has now been held to be solely to blame for 
the collision. It was argued that such an order ought not to be made, 
because Messrs. Jacksons had not been served with notice of appeal. 
That was not necessary. They were served with a notice, true in 
formally, but which the parties agreed to treat as notice that if, on the 
hearing of the appeal, the omnibus company were successful, the plaintiff 
would ask for an order from this Court against Messrs. Jacksons that 
they should be ordered to pay the additional costs which the plaintiff 
in that case would be ordered to pay the omnibus company. They had 
full notice of the application. It was not necessary for them to be 
served with the appeal. They were not parties to the appeal, but they 
had notice that in a certain Court the order which is now asked for 
against them would be asked for, and they appeared by counsel, if 
necessary, to oppose that order being made, but no effective reason is 
given why the order should not be made, and in my opinion it is a 
proper order to make. The costs of the appeal stand upon a different 
footing. The London General Omnibus Co. have succeeded in 
obtaining the costs of the appeal against the plaintiff, but in my 
opinion no order ought to be made that the costs of the appeal are 
borne by the defendants, Messrs. Jackson. Our order is limited to the 
costs in the action, the costs incurred in the Court below. 

Pickrorp and Bankes, L.JJ., agreed. Order accordingly.—Counsen, 
for the plaintiff, Hawke, K.C., and 2. F. Spence ; for Messrs. Jacksons, 
Thorn Drury, K.C., and David White; for the London General 
Omnibus Co., Marshati Hall, K.C., and Jowitt. Sorricrrors, Ellis, 
Munday, & Clarke; White & Co.; Joynson-Hicks & Co. 

[Reported by Ensxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LODWIG. LODWIG +, EVANS. Sargant, J. 20th January. 


Witt—ConstTrRucTIoN—CONTINGENCY NOT TO BE IMPLIED TO Make Girt 
Orrenpd Perpeturry Rute—Dirrerence Between DIRECTION NOT TO 
Divipe Tir, Arrer THE YOUNGEST HAS ATTAINED THE AGE OF THIRTY, 
AND Direction TO Divine AMONG THose Wuo Attain Tarrry. 


A direction to divide between A and her children by B, after the 
youngest of the said children should attain the age of thirty years, is 
not too remote, because it is not a direction to divide between her and 
such of those children as attain the age of thirty, no contingency being 
introduced by implication from the circumstances of the division not 
being directed till after the youngest had attained thirty. 

Leeming v. Sherratt (3 Hare, 14), Parker v. Sowerby (1 Drew. 488), 
and Lloyd v. Lloyd (3 K. & J. 20) are not authorities in favour of intro- 
ducing the contingency in such a case as this. 

This was an application for a declaration that certain trusts were void 
for remoteness. The facts weré as follows :—By the will the residuary 
estate was given to the trustees upon trust for conversion, and out of 
the proceeds to pay the funeral and testamentary expenses, debts and 
legacies, and to invest the remainder, and there was a direction that out 
of the income of the investments the trustees should pay the daughter 
in-law, K. Lodwig, for the benefit of herself and her children, the sum 
of £5 per week, ‘‘the same to continue to be paid till the youngest of 
her said children by the said D. J. Lodwig attains the age of thirty 
years.’’ And he directed that, in the event of either of his said grand- 
children marrying in the meantime, his trustees should pay to each such 
child from the date of his or her marriage the sum of £2 per week, 
but that when the youngest of such children should attain the age of 
thirty years the payments of £5 a week and £2 a week to each married 
child should cease. Then followed trusts for certain annuitants not 
material to this summons, followed by a direction that, after the youngest 
of such children should have attained the age of thirty and the payments 
of £5 and £2 per week should have ceased, such part of the capital of 
his residuary trust funds as should not be required to provide any of 
the annual payments thereinbefore directed should be divided between 
K. Lodwig and her children by D. J. Lodwig in equal shares as tenants 
in common, and that, in the event of any of his said grandchildren 
dying leaving lawful issue him or her surviving, the share of the parent 
so dying should be divided between his or her children in equal shares 
as tenants in common. The testator finally directed that when the last 
of the annual payments therein directed should have ceased, the invest- 
ments out of which the same had been made should be divided between 
K. Lodwig and his said grandchildren in equal shares as tenants in 
common in the same manner as was thereinbefore declared. This was 
a claim by D. J. Lodwig to have the trusts declared void for remote- 
ness, on the ground that the direction to divide was a direction to divide 
between K. Lodwig and such of her children as attained the age of 
thirty, because a contingency was introduced by implication from the 
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circumstances of the division not being directed until after the youngest 
had attained the age of thirty. His counsel referred to Leeming v. 
Sherratt (supra Parker vy. Sowerby (supra), and Lloyd y. Lloyd 
supra). Cur. adt vult 

SARGANT, J., in the course of a long considered judgment, after 
stating the facts, said Not one of the three cases which have been 
cited (all of which relate to a distribution on the youngest member of 
a class attaining twenty-one years) amounts to an actual decision in 
favour of introducing the contingency. It may well be that in the case 
of gifts by way of division amongst children on the youngest attaining 
twenty-one, substantially similar to those in the three cases, the Court 
will be bound to introduce into the qualification or definition of the 
class to take the contingency of attaining twenty-one. But these cases 
do not lay down any general principle of construction applicable to gifts 
to classes at any age, however late, and in any case the presumption is 
slight and easy to be rebutted. In the present case, in my judgment, 
there is no sufficient reason for introducing into the very definite de 
scription of the persons to take any such hypothesis or contingency 
as is claimed. Accordingly I declare that the trusts attacked are not 
void for remoteness.—Counset, Mark Romer, K.C., and J. G. Wood; 
RP. Rowlands ; Owen Thompson. SOLICITORS, Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., 
for Edward Powell, Neath; Rhys, Roberts, & Co., for J. Conway 
Lewis, Swansea: Lambert & Hale, for R. d& ¢ B. Jenkins A lloyd, 


Swansea 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


RAINBOW v. KITTOE. Sargant, J. 2nd February. 
PRACTICE—SEcURITY FOR CosTSs—SUING AS ADMINISTRATOR—AGENT 
FOR PERSON OUT OF THE JURISDICTION 
l ! person clothed with a representative capacity, properly so called, 

should not be ordered to qive security. 

2. An attorney for a person re sident out 
elected hy the pers residing out of the jurisdiction, who will 
henefit by the success of the action which such attorney was to institute 
when app inted admimatrator with the will annexed, ia clothed by the 
Probate Division, acting under statutory powers with a repre sentative 


of the jurisdiction, although 


capa ity 

Jt makes no difference that ase u matter of practice the Probate 
Division doea not in fact mquire into the solvency of persons asking 
for letters of adminiatration as attorneys for persons abroad, since that 
in itself, although possibly calling for am ndification of the practice of 
the Probate Court, does not constitute an answer to the point that 
a court of competent jurisdiction har clothed the plaintiff with a repre 
sentative character 

The analogy of the cases of no security being required from a persop 
suing uA fruatee in bankruptcy (Cowell r laylor, 31 Ch dD. 94 or aes 
executors or as liquidatora of companies (Re Strand Wood Co., 
1904, 2 (A. 1) wae applied to thia case 

The plaintiff in thia case was held not ¢ he a “mere nominee” 
the person out of the jurisdiction 


of 


This was an application by the defendants for security for costs of 
the action to be given by the plaintiff. The facts were as follows :— 
The plaintiff had obtained in England last August letters of adminis 
tration, with the will annexed, of one Esther Pitt, who had died in 
the year 1851, the grant being made to him as attorney for one J. W 
Cook, who was in Australia, for his own use and benefit, and until 
should apply for and obtain letters of administration of the estate of 
one E. M. Cook, and similar letters of administration were granted to 
the plaintiff in respect of the estate of E. M. Cook. FE. M. Cook's 
only surviving child was J. W. Cook, and Esther Pitt had left her 
estate to four persons, of whom one was E. M. Cook On E. Pitt's 
death possession of her estate was obtained, and the present action was 
brought against persons, who took under one of the alleged tort-feasors, 
by way of following the estate It was necessary while Cook was 
out of the jurisdiction, in order that the action should succeed, that 
someone should tuke out administration as his attorney. On the evidence 
four facts were found by the learned Judge First, that there had 
been no deliberate intention in selecting the plaintiff, either on the 
part of J. W. Cook or his solicitor, to select a person who could not 
pay the costs in the event of the failure of the action. Secondly, that 
it was difficult to find a person of substance to be plaintiff in the action. 
Uhirdly, that the plaintiff selected was as eligible a person as under 
the circumstances could be selected ; and, fourthly, that, although not 
a man of straw, the plaintiff would probably not be able to pay the 
costs of the litigation if the action failed 

SaRGANT, J., after stating the facts, said : The plaintiff is not to ! 
disabled from suing by being ordered to find security for costs on the 
mere ground that he is insolvent. There is an exception when the 
plaintiff is the mere nominee of the real plaintiff and is insolvent 
that is to say, unable to pay costs—in which case he may be ordered 
to find security, the object being to prevent a dummy being set up as 
plaintiff. There is further this exception to that exception, that where 

plaintiff is suing in a@ representative capacity, so that he is not a 
expression “* mere 


mere nominee, no security is ordered What the 
’ means is open to doubt. and I am not sure that Greener v 
BE. Kahn & Co. (1906, 2 K. B. 374) and White v. Butt (1909, 1 K. B 
lable on this point In the former case, wher: 
of a deed of assig! 


nomimnee 


50) are quite recon 
security was ordered, the plaintiff was the trustee 
ment for the benefit of creditors. and although selected by the debtor 
was suing in a representative character In White v. Butt (supra 
the plaintiff was a private trustee, but security was not ordered, It 





was held in Cowell v. Taylor (31 Ch. D. 94) that the Court would not. 
require security from a plaintiff suing as trustee in bankruptcy, 
although he was insolvent, and in the case of Re Strand Wood Co. 
(1904, 2 Ch. 1) the same rule was applied to a liquidator. The cases 
also shewed that security would not be ordered from a plaintiff suing 
as an executor. It has never been held that a person clothed with a 
representative capacity properly so called should be ordered to give 
security. What is the position of the present plaintiff? It is true 
that he was selected by Cook, but he was clothed with a representative 
capacity by the Probate Division, acting unde: statutory powers. 
Although the attorney of Cook, he is not simply his attorney, but is 
bound to perform the duties of an administrator to other persons. It 
is said that the Probate Division does not inquire into the solve ney of 
persons asking for letters of administration as attorneys for persons 
abroad. The practice might, if necessary, be modified, but it is not 
an answer to the point that a court of competent jurisdiction has 
clothed the plaintiff with a representative capacity. The application 
is refused, and the plaintiff's costs must be costs in the action.— 
CounseL, Maugham, K.C., and Cyril Hartree; A. H. Jessel, K.C., 
and Boome. Soricrrors, W. P. Neal; Champion & Henderson, 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Kings Bench Division. 


M. ISAACS & SON ». SALBSTEIN AND ANOTHER. Lush and } 
Atkin, JJ. 18th February. 


CoNnTRACT—-JUDGMENT AGAINST STRANGER TO CONTRACT—SUBSEQUENT 

Action AGAINST Party THERETO—CAusEs oF ACTION—MERGER 

In an action for the price of goods, the fact that A has obtained 
judgment against B, who was not a party to the contract, does not bar 
a subsequent action by A against C for the price of the same goods, 
because the contract of record with B evidenced by the gudgment does 
not merge the contract with C. 

Appeal from the City of London Court. The plaintiffs sold goods to 
the defendants, Harry Salbstein and Edith Salbstein. Subsequently, 
under a misapprehension as to identity, they brought an action 
in the High Court for the price of these goods against a firm of 
Salbstein Brothers, and recovered judgment in default of appearance. 
Execution issued, which was followed by interpleader proceedings, as 
the result of which it was decided that the goods taken in execution 
were the property of another person. The judgment thus remained 
unsatisfied ; but it was not set aside. The plaintiffs then brought this 
action against the defendants for the price of the goods. At the close 
of the plaintiffs’ case the deputy judge non-suited them on the ground 
that their claim had merged in the above judgment. The plaintiffs 
appealed. For the plaintiffs it was conteuded that the defendants” 
proposition was that, although they admitted having the goods, they 
said that because the vendors had obtained a judgment for their price, 
although wrongfully, against another person, that relieved the 
defendants from liability. For the defendants it was contended that 
in an action for the price of goods where A sues B and gets a judgment 
which still stands, he cannot sue C for the price of the same goods. 
The principle of King v. Hoare (138 M. & W. 494) and Kendall v. 
Hamilton (4 A. C. 504) extended to this case. 

Lusu, J., after stating the facts, continued: The contention on 
behalf of the defendants is that the mere fact that these plaintiffs have 
recovered judgment against some persons other than the defendants 
of itself bars and extinguishes this cause of action. It is said that the 
principle of transit in rem judicatam applies not only as between @ 
plaintiff and a defendant, and any persons who are a contractors 
with the latter in the contract which has been sued on to judgment; 
but applies even though the person ultimately sued had no connection 
with that defendant, and was neither his agent nor principal. That 
is a very wide and important proposition, and the question is whether 
it is well founded. In my opinion, it is not. The principle of transit 
in rems judicatam is that, if a judgment has been recovered upon 4 
cause of action, then any right im respect of that cause of action 
merges in the judgment already recovered. But it must be the same 
cause of action. The principle is not that, if a judgment is recovered 
in respect of the same goods against somebody else. the cause of action 
against the person who had the goods is gone. The principle which 
was enunciated in the cases of King v. Hoare (supra) and Kendall v. 
Hamilton (supra) was that, if a party to a contract sues an individual 
us the other party thereto and recovers judgment against him, and it 
then turns out that the contract was a joint contract to which other 
persons, in addition to the defendant, were parties, then the judgment 
against the defendant bars the right of action against the other joimt 
The fact that the plaintiff chooses to sue one only 


contractors. 
But those 


yperates to extinguish the cause of action against the others. 
cases give no foundation for the principle contended for by counsel 
for the defendants, namely, that in an action for the price of goods, 
because A recovers juds gment against B, who never was a party t the 
contract at all, he cannot afterwards recover judgment against C, the 
real contracting party, for the price of the same goods. A contract 
het ween and B, after a judgment no doubt merges in a contract of 
higher degree evidenced by the judgment. But there is no ground for 
saving that a contract between A and B, although of record, merges 
one between A and Z. They are two different contracts, and the 
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breach of each gives rise, therefore, to a different cause of action. | 
For these reasons I think that the defendants have wrongly sought to 
extend the principle of King v. Hoare (supra) and Kendall v. Hamilton 
(supra) to a case which bears no resemblance to them. Their counsel 
cited various passages from the judgments of Parke, B., in King v. 
Hoare (supra, at p. 504), Field, J.,in Cambefort v. Chapman (35 W. R., 
at p. 839, 19 Q. B. D., at p. 232), Lord Cairns in Kendall v. Hamilton 
(supra, at p. 515), Lord Hatherley at p. 519, Lord Penzance at p. 526, 
Lord O’Hagan at p. 533, and Lord Blackburn at p. 542, which, if 
read apart from their contexts and facts, afford some colour for saying 
that the proposition they enunciated is as wide as they contended for. 
But if one looks at those judgments, bearing in mind those contexts 
and those facts, it seems to me to be quite clear that those learned 
Judges were only speaking of a judgment recovered against persons 
who are parties to the same contract in respect of which the second 
right of action accrued. If counsel for the defendants were right, 
there never was any necessity for the learning in Kendall v. Hamilton 
(supra), for if their proposition is true it was wholly unnecessary to 
discuss the question whether, where an action had been brought against 
one of several joint contractors and judgment recovered, an action 
against another joint contractor was barred. The present action, 
therefore, was maintainable, and there must be a new trial. 

Arkin, J.—The proposition contended for by the defendants is, 
that if A obtains judgment against B he cannot afterwards sue C for 
the same cause of action. It appears to me that the fallacy in seeking 
to apply that proposition to the present case lurks in the words “the 
same cause of action.’’ The cause of action is the breach of a promise 
to pay for goods sold, and if A alleges that he has sold goods to B and 
recovers judgment against him for their price, and then says, ‘‘I have 
made a mistake ; it was C who bought the goods,”’ and sues the latter, 
he is not suing C upon the same cause of action as that in respect 
of which he recovered judgment, namely, the breach of B’s promise 
to pay, but a different cause of action, namely, the breach of C’s 
promise to pay. The second action is in respect of the same subject- 
matter, but does not arise from the same cause of action. I do not 
think that in law it is any defence to say to a plaintiff, ‘‘ You have 
sued another for the price of the goods, therefore you cannot sue me.”’ 
That fact only operates as an estoppel between the same parties. In 
the notes to the Duchess of Kingston’s case (2 Sm. L. C., 12th ed., 
754) I find no trace at all of this doctrine, which, if it existed, I should 
have expected to find (see p. 780). I am satisfied there is no such 
doctrine, and I agree with the judgment of my brother Lush.— 
CounseL, Newbolt, K.C., and Turrell; Bankes, K.C., and 7. Rowand 
Harker. Souicrtors, Edgar & Co.; W. J. Wenham, for Cushman & 


Cunningham, Brighton. 
{Reported by W. L. L. Bet, Barrister-at-Law. 








New Orders, &c. 


New Statutes. 


On 2nd March the Royal Assent was given to the following Acts :— 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Act, 1916. 
Naval Prize (Procedure) Act, 1916. 





War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 3rd March contains the following :— 

1. An Order in Council, dated 29th February (printed below), further 
amending the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914. 

2. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 3rd March, making additions to the 
list of persons to whom articles to be exported to China and Siam may 
be consigned. 

3. Appointments, dated 3rd March, of Appeal Tribunals under the 
Military Service Act, 1916, for the following counties and county 
boroughs (the figures give the number of members) :—An lesey (7) ; 
Brecknock (8) ; Carnarvon (10) ; Devon, including Exeter and Plymouth 





(24, including three ladies); Flint (11); Hertford (15, including one 
lady); Huntingdon (12); Lancaster, including the County Boroughs of | 
Barrow-in-Furness, Blackburn, Blackpool, Bolton, Bootle, Burnley, | 
Bury, Liverpool, Manchester, Oldham, Preston, Rochdale, St. Helens, | 
Salford, Southport, Warrington and Wigan (38) ; Rutland (7) ; Adminis- | 
trative County of East Suffolk and County Borough of Ipswich (10) ; 
Administrative County of West Suffolk (9); Worcester, including the 
County Boroughs of Dudley and Worcester (10, including one lady) ; 
thé Administrative County of the North Riding of Yorkshire and the | 
County Boroughs of Middlesbrough and York (12). 
_ Of the Appeal Tribunals noted last week (ante, p. 324) the following 
include ladies :—Cornwall (2); Salop (1); Pembroke (1). 

4. An Order of the Home Secretary, dated 1st March, under the | 
Defence of the Realm (Consclidation) Regulations, 1914, as amended 
by the Order in Council of 13th April, 1915, restricting travelling 
between the islands in the County of Zetland. 

5. A notice that Orders have been made by the Board of Trade, under 
the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, requiring three 
named businesses to be wound up. 

6. The following Amendment Order of the Central Control Board 
(Liquor Traffic), dated 3rd March, for the Shorncliffe area :— | 

After paragraph (a) of Article 6 of the Board’s Order made on 29th 


December, 1915, for the Shorncliffe area, the following paragraph shall 
be inserted :— 

(a 2) The consumption of intoxicating liquor at a meal by any 
person in any licensed premises or club at any time within half an 
hour after the conclusion of the afternoon and evening hours during 
which the sale or supply of intoxicating liquor is permitted by this 
Order : Provided that the liquor was sold or supplied and served 
during such hours at the same time as the meal and for consump- 
tion at the meal. 

7. An Admiralty Notice to Mariners (No, 228 of the year 1916), 
relating to the English Channel, North Sea, and Rivers Thames and 
Medway (Pilotage and Traffic Regulations). This Notice is a repetition 
of Notice No. 142 of 1916, with amendments to Section IT. 

8. An Admiralty Notice to Mariners, dated 4th March (No. 245 of the 
year 1916), relating to the Shetland Isles, that the following regulation 
is now in force :— 

No vessels other than those of British Nationality or those of the 
Allied Nations, except vessels calling for the purpose of examina- 
tion, shall enter any ports or harbours in, or anchor off any part of, 
the coasts of the Shetland Isles until further notice. 

The London Gazette of 7th March contains the following :-— 

9. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 7th March, making additions to the 
list of persons to whom articles to be exported to Siam may be consigned. 

10. A Notice that an Order has been made by the Board of Trade 
under the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, requiring 
another business to be wound up. This is the twenty-third business in 
respect of which such Orders have been made. 

11. A Notice by the Ministry of Munitions, dated 1st March (printed 
below), as to certificates of exemption under the Military Service Act, 
1916, for certain members of the Territorial Force when employed on 
munition work. 


ORDERS IN COUNCIL. 
Defence of the Realm Regulations. 
[Recitals. ] 


Now, therefore, &c., it is hereby ordered, that the following amend- 
ments be made in the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 
1914 :— 

1. In Regulation 25 after the words “or use any signal” there shall 
be inserted the words “ or send up any balloon or fly any kite which is 
of such a nature as to be capable of being used as a means of signalling.”’ 

2. At the end of Regulation 27 the following paragraph shall be 
added :— 

“Tf any person without lawful authority or excuse has in his 
possession or on premises in his occupation or under his control 
any document containing a report or statement the publication of 
which would be a contravention of the foregoing provisions of this 
regulation, he shall be guilty of an offence against these regulations, 
unless he proves that he did not know and had no reason to suspect 
that the document contained any such report or statement, or that 
he had no intention of transmitting or circulating the document or 
distributing copies thereof to or amongst other persons.” 


. After Regulation Wa the following regulation shall be inserted :— 


“30s. It shall not be lawful for any person on his own behalf or 
on behalf of any other person to sell or buy, or to offer to sell 
or buy, 

(a) any of the following metals :—Iron (including pig-iron), 

Steel of all kinds, Coppér, Zinc, Brass, Lead, Antimony, Nickel, 
Tungsten, Molybdenum, Ferro-alloys; or 

(b) any other metal which may be specified in an order of 

the Admiralty or Army Council or the Minister of Munitions 

as being a metal required for the production of any war material, 

unless, in the case of a seller, the metal to be sold is in the possession 

of the seller or is in the course of production for him, or, in the 

case of a buyer, the purchase is made for or on behalf of a consumer ; 

and it shall be lawful for the Admiralty or Army Council or the 

Minister of Munitions, or any person authorised by them or him 

for the purpose, to require any person who on his own behalf or on 

behalf of any other person, has sold or bought, or offered to sell 

or buy any such metals, to prove that the sale or purchase complies 

with the requirements of this regulation, and if any such person on 

being so required fails to produce satisfactory proof that it does so 

comply he shall be guilty of an offence against these regulations, 

and if such person is a company every director and officer of the 

company shall also be guilty of an offence against these regulations. 

Provided that it shall be lawful for the Admiralty or Army Council 

or the Minister of Munitions by order to exclude from the provisions 

of this. regulation any of the metals above mentioned, and whilst any 

such order remains in force this regulation shall have effect as if such 

metal were not mentioned therein.’’ 
4. After Regulation 44 the following regulation shal] be inserted :— 


‘444. If any person uses in relation to any establishment which 
is not a controlled establishment within the meaning of the Munitions 
of War Acts, 1915 and 1916, the designation ‘controlled,’ or anv 
other designation calculated to lead to the belief that the establish- 
ment is such an establishment as aforesaid, or otherwise falsely 
represents that the establishment is such an establishment as afore 
said, he shall be guilty of a summary offence against these regula- 
tions.”’ 
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5. After paragraph (/) of Regulation 45 the following paragraph shall 
be inserted :— 

“ or (g) personates or falsely represents himself to be a person in 
the employment of or as acting for or on behalf of His Majesty 
or any Government Department; or, without lawful authority or 
excuse, makes any statement or does any act or thing calculated to 
induce the belief that he is in any way connected with any Govern- 
ment Department.”’ 

6. In Regulation 55, after the words “who is suspected of having 
committed an offence against these regulations ” there shall be inserted 
the words “‘ or of being in possession of any article or document which is 
being used or intended to be used for any purpose or in any way pre- 
judicial to the public safety or the defence of the realm; and anything 
found on any person so arrested which there is reason to suspect is bein 
so used or intended to be used may be seized, and the competent nava 
or military authority may order anything so seized to be destroyed or 
otherwise disposed of.” 

7. In paragraph (3) of Regulation 56, for the words “ such a minor 
character as” there shall be substituted the words ‘‘ such a character 
that it ’’; and in paragraphs (5) and (6) of the same regulation the word 
‘* minor ”’ shall be omitted wherever that word occurs ; and in paragraph 
(8) of the same regulation for the words ‘‘such a minor character as 
aforesaid’ there shall be substituted the words “‘ such a character that 
it can adequately be dealt with by @ court of summary jurisdiction.” 

8. In Regulation 58, after the words “ sheriff court ”’ there shall be 
inserted the words “In Ireland for the purposes of such trial a summons 
may be issued by a justice to a witness who is not within his jurisdiction 
and any such summons may, in Ireland, be issued, served and enforced 
in the same manner as a summons to a witness within the jurisdiction 
of the issuing justice.”’ 

9. In Regulation 62, after the words “these regulations referred to as 
a competent naval or military authority,’ there shall be inserted the 
following words :— 

“ Where the holder of a designated office has been appointed to 
be a competent naval or military authority, or any powers of the 
competent naval or military authority have been delegated to the 
holder of a designated office, then, unless express provision is made 
to the contrary, the appointment or delegation shall be deemed to 
extend, and shall be deemed always to have extended, to the person 
for the time being performing the duties of the office designated, 
if he is so qualified as aforesaid.”’ 

29th February. 

With reference to the Regulation Ws (supra), the Ministry of Muni- 
tions wishes it to be clearly understood that the object of the regulation 
is to stop speculation in metals, generally, and not to restrict legitimate 
trading. 

In view Of the representations which have been made to the Ministry 
of Munitions the following particulars are published for general 
information and guidance : 

1. The regulations will not be enforced in the case of purchases 
made outside the United Kingdom until the metal actually reaches 
this country. 

2. Export orders and sales to allied or neutral countries through 

authorized channels will be treated as consumers’ orders. 

3. It is permissible for merchants, warehousemen, and retailers 
to replace metals sold after 1st March, 1916, by the purchase of 
an equivalent quantity of the same metal, but not more, although 
the metal so purchased may not be the metal actually delivered 
against the sale. 

4. Transactions will not be permitted except under special licence 
from the Ministry of Munitions in the following :—Scrap from high- 
speed steel, scrap from copper, scrap from brass. Transactions in 
other scrap metals do not require a licence. 

5. Consumers may buy for their own consumption only. 


Military Service Act, 1916. 


CERTIFICATE OF EXEMPTION. 


Whereas it is provided in Section two, Sub-section two, of the Mili- 
tary Service Act, 1916, that in cases where it appears to any Govern- 
ment Department that certificates of exemption under the Act can be 
more conveniently granted by the Department than by the Local 
Tribunal to men or classes or bodies of men who are employed or engaged 
or qualified for employment or engagement in any work which is 
eertified by the Department to be work of national importance and 
whose exemption comes within the sphere of the Department : 

And whereas certain members of the Territorial Force who are not 
liable for foreign service have been under authority given by the War 
Office released from military duty for the purpose of working at their 
trades on or in connection with the production of munitions of war 
and are so employed accordingly : 

And whereas it appears to the Ministry of Munitions, being a Govern 
ment Department within the meaning of the sub-section referred to 
above, after consultation with the Army Council, that such work on 
or in connection with the production of munitions of war is of national 
importance, and that exemption for the purpose of such work comes 
within the sphere of the Minister of Munitions, and that certificates 
of exemption in the case of such members of the Territorial Force can 
be more conveniently granted by the Minister of Munitions than by 
the Local Tribunal : 





Now, therefore, the Minister of Munitions, after consultation with 
the Army Council under and by virtue of the provisions recited above 
hereby certifies that the work upon which the said members of the 
Territorial Force so released as aforesaid are employed or engaged js 
work of national importance : 

And the Minister of Munitions hereby further certifies after such 
consultation as aforesaid that the said members of the Territorial Force 
so released as aforesaid are as a class exempted from the provisions of 
the Military Service Act, 1916, until in the case of any one of them 
the War Office recall him to military duty or the Minister of Munitions 
informs the War Office that he has no lurther use for his services on 
munitions work whichever first happens. 


New Lighting Order. 


A new Lighting Order came into force in the Metropolitan Police 
district on the 10th inst. In some respects it is more stringent than 
the Order hitherto in force. 

In shops lights must be screened to prevent any escape of direct light, 
or lights reflected from mirrors, &c. 

In all private houses and premises not otherwise provided for, unless 
the lights are adequately shaded at their source, light coloured blinds 
or curtains are no longer permissible. 

Vehicles must in future carry three lamps—(l) a red light at the 
rear ; (2) two white lamps in front, one on either side. 

Reasonable time will be allowed owners to procure the necessary 
lamps. Cycles can comply with the law by using two lamps, and 
hand carts by using one. There is a special provision to meet the case 
of stationary vehicles, including cabs on the rank. Wherever there are 
more than five the lights will have to be reduced for the time being, 
except in the case of a cab rank, where the first two cabs would retain 
their usual lights. 

Except for the provisions of Section 12, the Order will take effect— 


From 6.30 p.m. till sunrise after 10th March. 
From 7.30 p.m. till sunrise during April. 
From 8 p.m. till sunrise during May. 

From 9 p.m. till sunrise during June, 


and until a further Order is made 


Military Service Act, 1916. 
LONDON APPEAL TRIBUNAL. 


The first meeting of the Appeal Tribunal for the County of London 
was held on the 6th inst. at the House of Commons, Mr. Donald 
Maclean, M.P., presiding. The committee arranged to do its work 
mainly through the medium of five committees, of which the following 
were appointed chairmen, respectively :—Mr. Donald Maclean, M.P., 
Mr. Ernest R. Debenham, Sir Charles Johnstone, Mr. A. H. K. 
Richardson, M.P., and Mr. W. H. Stoker, K.C.. The committee for 
the City of London, of which Sir C. Johnstone is the chairman, wil] sit 
at the Guildhall at their next meeting, which will be held next Monday. 

The offices of the Tribunal, lent by the Central Unemployed Body 
for London, are situated at 171, Temple-chambers, Temple-avenue, 
E.C., where all communications intended for the Tribunal should be 
addressed to the clerk. 


Dutch Oversea Trust and Smuggling. 


Mr. Joost Van Vollenhoven, one of the most active members of the 
Executive Committee of the Netherlands Oversea Trust, is, says the 
Times, at present in this country engaged in discussing matters with 
the Foreign Office. He has made the following statement on the work 
of the Trust :— 

When the Trust started operations in December, 1914, the question of 
contraband was not so big as it is now. We began with a staff of five, 
and that has grown to 900. No doubt contraband trading was con- 
tinued for some time, but the Trust has now the situation so well in 
hand that at present nothing coming from oversea as contraband can 
pass the German frontier. At first, under the terms of the Declaration 
of London, means were employed only to prevent the passage of contra- 
band goods, material, &c., through the frontier, but since the end of 
last year none of the products obtainable from such goods or material 
can reach Germany. 

Our organization is now complete, and whatever we undertake to do 
we are in a position to carry out. There has been some not wn- 
natural impatience shown over here in regard to smuggling, which will 
always be attempted, but it should be borne in mind that you can only 
stop an express train gradually; if you try to do it immediately it 
goes off the rails. ; 


Ministry of Munitions. 


The Ministry of Munitions state that Mr. Lloyd George has, with 
his personal staff, removed from 6, Whitehall-gardens to the offices of 
the Ministry of Munitions in Whitehall-place. These offices include 
the premises known as Armament Buildings, and those formerly 
occupied by the Hétel Métropole. 

The main entrance to the hotel has been closed, and callers now enter 
by way of Armament Buildings. Considerable alterations have been 
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DEPARTURE of particular interest to the insurance world has recently been taken by The British 
Dominions General Insurance Company. It takes the form of a new and comprehensive household 
insurance policy known as the “ All-In” Policy. 

“The new policy is of especial! interest to agents in that the inquiries resulting from the wide publicity 
given to its introduction indicate unmistakably that the public have been quick to appreciate the 
convenience, the generosity, and the all-embracing cover which the “ All-In” Policy offers. 

Unlike some forms of insurance, the “ All-In” Policy makes a definite appeal to every Householder. From 
the agent’s point of view, therefore, it offers a wide, profitable, and easy field for securing new business. 


ONE POLICY. ONE RENEWAL DATE covering the following risks : 


Fire—Loss of Rent—Burglary—Housebreaking—Larceny and Theft—Employers3’ Liability (injuries 
to Servants, including casual labour)—Bursting of Water-pipes and Apparatus following Frost—Storm— 
Flood or Tempest—Explosion of Gas or of Domestic Boiler:;—Mirrsr Breakage—Public Liability — 
Linen at Laundry—Lightning—Thunderbolt—Subterranean Fire —Earthquake—Riot—Strikes—Insur- 
rection—Civil Commotion—Effects Removed while on Holiday, or in Store—Effects of Family, Guests 
and — Cash and/or Bank Notes up to £25. When no claim made Policy renewed every sixth 
year free. ° 


No “Average” or “Arbitration” Clause. 














ADJUSTMENT OF DATES. 

The fact that you have policies still unexpired need not 
trouble you. We will deduct from the premium payable on 
the “ ALL-IN” Policy the ful? proportion of the sum you 
have paid on all existing unexpired policies you now hold. 
For itlustration—if you have a Fire policy with four 
months still unexpired we will deduct one-third of the 
premium you have paid ; or, assuming you have an Em- 
ployers’ Liability policy with six months unexp red, we will 
Jurther allow half the premwum you have poid ; or again, 
assuming you have a Burglary or other policy with nine 
months unexpired, we will further deduct three-quarters of 
the premium you have paid, and so on in the case of all 
existing policies according to the unexpired term. 


ALL INSURANCE SHOULD BE INCREASED. 
The necessity of increasing Building Insurances is vital. 


| The cost of materials and labour has advanced very 
| considerably, in many cases amounting to 50 per cent. 
| In case of the destruction of buildings and/or contents 


| 
| 
| 


by fire, or from other causes, it will not be possible 
to make good the full loss unless the insurance cover 
is increased to current values. It is thought that the 
pre-war cost of materials and labour will not again 
obtain. 


SPECIAL TO AGENTS. 


Full particulars and literature will be sent on request to any agent wishing to extend his activities, on lucrative 
and attractive terms. Please address: The Manager, “All-In” Policy Dept. (Agencies No. 352) as below. 


THE BRITISH DOMINIONS GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


Reserves exceed £1,000,000. 
“ALL-IN” Policy Department, 9 & 10, Tokenhouse Yard, London, E.C, 
Head Office: 1, Royal Exchange Avenue, London, E.C. 
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made inside the building, and luxury has disappeared to give space for 
business furniture. Mr, Lloyd George has selected for his own use a 
comparatively modest room on the second floor. 

The taking over of the Métropole indicates the remarkable expansion 
of the department which was set up in June of last year. The staff of 
the Ministry now occupies extensive temporary buildings in addition to 
No. 6, Whitehall-gardens, and certain branches have for some time 
been housed at Armament Buildings at Queen Anne’s Gate and in other 
Government buildings. 


Claims in German Prize Courts. 


The Foreign Office in a statement issued on Wednesday points out 
that in many cases claims put forward by British subjects in the German 
Prize Court have been rejected on the ground that the claimants failed 
te submit a power of attorney, as prescribed by the German regulations. 
rhe regulations state that the statement of claim shall be signed by 
an advocate provided with a written power of attorney and admitted 
tu practise at a German court, and qualified to sit as a judge. If the 
cldimant is not residing at the place of the official seat of the Prize 
Court, he shall indicate a person there domiciled upon whom service 
may be effected on his behalf. 


Altered Export Licence. 
OFFICIAL WARNING TO TRADERS. 


At the Central Criminal Court on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, before 
Mr. Justice Avory, George Colverd, a shipping clerk, on bail, pleaded 
‘* Guilty ” to a charge of forging and uttering a Privy Council licence to 
export goods 

Mr. Travers Humphreys, prosecuting for the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, said that the object of the Proclamations was not so much 
to prevent goods leaving the country as to enable the War Trade 
Department to keep an accurate record of the persons to whom they 
were sent, the place to which they were sent, the routes by which they 
travelled, the persons who were the exporters, and, last but not least, 
to enable them to investigate whether goods exported to neutral coun- 
tries remained in the neutral countries or were sent to others which 
were not neutral. The defendant was in the employment of the 
Molassine Company (Limited), a large and very respectable company 
which did a very good work and assisted the Government in more ways 
than one. On 29th November the defendant obtained from the Privy 
Council a licence to export a quantity of Molassine dog-cakes to Gothen- 
burg and thence inland to Malmé, in Sweden. On 13th December the 
defendant was informed by a Customs officer that the ship by which 
he wished to send the goods was going, not to Gothenburg, but to 
Copenhagen, and that if he wished them to be sent via Copenhagen he 
must take the licence back to the War Trade Department for amend- 
ment. The defendant did not do that, but himself typed in the words 
‘** Copenhagen or’’ before ‘‘ Gothenburg.’ If the defendant had asked 
for a licence to send the goods via Copenhagen it would have been 
refused, as that was a route which was objected to at the time. 

The War Trade Department were anxious that it should be known 
that several instances of alterations in licences had come to their know- 
ledge, and they would in future prosecute in every case of a material 
alteration and ask the Court to deal severely with it. The authorities 
did not desire to press the case against the defendant, 

Mr. Justice Avory postponed judgment, 





Societies. 


The Belgian Lawyers’ Relief Fund. 
LIST OF FURTHER DONATIONS. 
Messrs. Soames, Edwards, & Jones £10 10 
The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society 6 17 
C. R. Rivington, Esq ave 2 2 
G. D. Barlow, Esq zs 
G. Hulbert, Esq. ‘i ‘ 1 0 


City of London Solicitors’ Company. 

At the annual general meeting of this company, held at Pewterers’ 
Hall on Tuesday last, the 29th February, 1916, the following members 
were reappointed to their respective offices Mr. George Cosens, 
Master; Mr. G. L. F. McNair, Senior Warden; Mr. P. C. C. Francis, 
Junior Warden; Mr. E. Burrell Baggallay, Senior Steward; Mr. T H. 
Wrensted, Junior Steward ; the Rt. Hon. Sir Robert Finlay, G.C.M.G., 
K.C., M.P., Honorary Counsel; Mr. A. WW. Hastings Dauney, 
Honorary Solicitor; Sir Homewood Crawford, Honorary Treasurer ; 
Mr. Albert S. Hicks, Honorary Auditor; Mr. Hugh D. P. Francis (on 
ic“'ve service), Clerk ; and Mr. 8S. H. Barnes, Deputy Clerk. 


The Union Society of London, 


The thirteenth meeting of the 1915-1916 session of the above society 
was held at the chambers of Mr. W. R. Willson, 3, Plowden-buildings, 
Temple, on Wednesday, 8th March, 1916, at 8 p.m. The president was 
in the chair. Mr, Stranger moved: ‘‘ That the Zadig case displays a 





dangerous tendency towards the restriction of the liberty of the subject.” 
Mr. Thomas opposed the motion. The following members also spoke :—~ 
Mr. Rastorgoneff, Mr. Quass, Mr, Morden, Mr. Willson, Mr. Geen, 
Mr. Kingham and Mr. Roper. 

The motion was carried. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held 4t the Law Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 2nd inst., } 
C. F. Leighton in the chair. The other directors present were :—} 
E. E. Bird, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. H. E. P 
ham, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. 
E, E. Barron. The sum of £40 was distributed in grants of relief, three 
new members were elected, and other general business transacted, 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors of this association held their monthly meeting at the 
Law Society on the 8th inst., the directors present being :—Mr. Wm. C., 
Blandy (Reading), in the chair, and Messrs, J. Field Beale, ‘I’. 8. Curtis, 
A. Davenport, W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, J. R. B, Gregory, ©. G, 
May, H. W. Michelmore (Exeter), A. Copson Peake (Leeds), W. A. 
Sharpe, Maurice A, Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie and W. M. Walters, 
£360 was distributed in grants of relief, two new members were elected, 
and other general business transacted. 


[We are obliged through pressure of matter to hold over the Reports 


of the Birmingham Law Society and the Chester and North Wales 
Incorporated Law Society.] 


The Estate Market. 


of the 4th inst., under ‘‘ The Estate Market,” it is 








In the J'imes 
said :— 

There is much in the course of business from week to week to suggest 
that vendors who desire to realise need not fear an abortive auction. 
The percentage of sales compares very favourably with that in normal 
circumstances. Of course, some readjustment of reserves is imperative, 
in order to counterbalance the attractions of gilt-edged securities, which 
now have an exceptional claim on investors. 

The comparative summary for February, issued yesterday at the 


Estate Exchange, is as follows :— 
1915. 1916. 
£ £ 


43,308 32,131 
20,300 98 ,480 
87,208 176,655 


150,816 307 ,266 

Executors and trustees have no reason to complain of the results of 
the more or less forced sales which they have had to conduct under war 
conditions. It is noteworthy that many properties have found pur- 
chasers soon after being offered in the rostrum. A recent illustration of 
this was the important City transaction by Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
& Chinnocks, and other contracts of equal significance are, it is under 
stood, in preparation. Good results are also shewn by many other 
tirms ; for example, for area and interest the landed investments men 
tioned in these columns a week ago as having been sold by Messrs 
Knight, Frank, & Rutley could hardly be beaten at any time. In 
value dnd variety the property now in the market, especially for private 
treaty, is hardly inferior to that in, say, the early part of 1914, while 
the terms on which it is purchasable are attractive, not only because 
of low reserves, but of the option often offered of deferred payments 
at a reasonable rate of interest. 


The Mart 
Country, &c. 
Private contract 





Recovery of Arrears of Tithe 
Rentcharge. 


Correspondents have sent us the following :— 

At Southend County Court on Thursday, the 13th January, 1916, 
before His Honour Judge Tindal Atkinson, Messrs. Davis & Davis, of 
the Strand, W.C., claimed, as agents for the Rev. W. Bryant, rector of 
Wickford, £19 16s. 4d. tithe from Messrs. Darley, Cumberland, & o.; 
solicitors, John’s-street, Bedford-row, W.C., in respect of Cotswold 
Farm, Wickford. 

The respondents, it was stated, collected the rent of the farm fot the 
mortgagees in possession. ; ; 

The tithe became due on 1st October, 1913, and Mr. S. B. Cozens 
(Messrs. Tolhursts & Cozens), for the respondents, maintained that 
the applicants could not recover, as under section 10, sub-section 2, of 
the Tithe Act, 1891, the tithe was not recoverable ‘‘ unless proceedings 
for such recovery have been commenced before the expiration of two 
years from the date at which it became payable.” or 
“ The applicants, however, based their application on section ¢, - 
section 1, which provided that proceedings should not be commences 
for the recovery of tithe until it had been in arrears for three months. 
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The point at issue, therefore, was whether the two years should run 
from 1st October, 1913, or from 1st January, 1914. 

His Honour thought that what the legislature intended was that a 
man should have three months in which to pay tithe after it fell due, 
so that proceedings could not be taken against him the day after it was 
due. He must decide against the applicants, and dismiss the applica- 
tion, with costs. He gave leave to appeal. 

Other applications, meanwhile, were ordered to stand over. 








Companies, 
Prudential Assurance Company. 


The ordinary general meeting of the shareholders of the Prudentiat 
Assurance Company (Limited) was held on the 3rd inst. at the head 
office, Holborn Bars, Mr. Thomas C. Dewey (the chairman) presiding. 

In the course of his speech the chairman drew attention to the out 
standing features of the report for the year 1915. He pointed out that, 
in the ordinary branch, the number of policies issued during the 
year would produce a new annual premium income of £457,217. The 
claims of the. year amounted to £4,330,768. The number of endow 
ment assurances matured was 25,559, the premium income of which 
was £137,797. The number of policies in force at the end of the year 
was 935,514. 

In the industrial branch the claims of the year amounted to 
£3,938,596, including bonus additions to the extent of £276,721. The 
total number of policies in force in this branch at the end of the year 
was 20,859,887. 

The assets of the company, in all branches, as shown in the balance- 
sheet, are £94,794,798, being an increase of £3,592,454 over those of 
1914. 


The adoption of the report was carried unanimously. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 2nd and 3rd 
February, 1916 :— 

Adams, Ormond Howard Cad- Foster, Thomas Gilbert 

wallader Kimber Hudson, John Roundell 
Bax, Percy Alwyrre Ingledew, Henry Arthur 
Blake, Edward William Richmond Miller, Arthur John 
Carlyon, Thomas Tonkin Morgan, Edward Haydn Spencer 
Charch, Ronald Neville, Lionel George 
Clarkson, Stanley George Norwood, Charles Wilks 
Dias, Vivian Charles Richmond, Ralph Laverton 
Ensor, Charles Edward James Sheldon, Reginald Eley 

No. of Candidates, 36; passed, 17. 
By Order of the Council, 
E. R. Cook, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 

18th February, 1916. | 


Law Students’ Society. 
Unrverstry or Lonpon Law Strupents’ Socrery.—At a meeting held 

on Tuesday, 7th March, 1916, at University College (C. T. Lequesne, 
Esq., in the chair), the subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the Continental 
Tyre and Rubber Company (Great Britain), Ltd., vy. Daimler Company, 
Ltd. (1915), 1 K.B., 893, was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. O. W. Godwin 
opened in the affirmative, and Mr. C. R. Morden in the negative. The 
following members also spoke:—Messrs. Blake, Padshah, Duke, and 
Easty. The leaders having replied, the Chairman summed up, and, on 

the motion being put to the meeting, it was lost by three votes. | 





—_—_—— 
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Obituary. 
Mr. J. D. Maitland. 


Second Lieutenant J. D, Marriann, 9th Dake of Wellington’s Regi- 
ment, at first reported missing, but now stated to have been killed in 
Flanders, on 21st February, was the only son of Mr. Dalrymple Mait- 
land, Speaker of the House of Keys. He was educated at Mill Hill and 
Jesus College, Cambridge. He took his degree and entered as a student 
at the Inner Temple in 1914. At the outbreak of war he joined the 
Public Schools Battalion, and afterwards obtained a commission in the 
9th Duke of Wellington’s Regiment. 















Mr. Halford Gay Burdett. 


Captain HaLtrorp Gay Burpett, Westminster Dragoons, an Assistant 
Provost-Marshal, died suddenly on 5rd March at Mount Edgcumbe House, 
Tunbridge Wells. Born in 1878, he was the only son of Sir Henry and 
Lady Burdett. He graduated at Cambridge, and was called to the Bar 
at the Inner Temple in June, 1899. He received his commission in the 
Westminster Dragoons in June, 1913, was promoted captain in December, 
1914, and appointed Assistant Provost-Marshal in March, 1915. Captain 
| Burdett married in 1902 Lena, daughter of the late H. W. Jewesbury. 


































Legal News. 


| Appointments. 


Mr. E. Lesum Bure, LL.D., of the firm of Messrs. Denton, Hall 
| & Burgin, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C., has been 
| appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Dr. Burgin was admitted in 1909, 


Mr. Montiz Put Arnotp, of the firm of Hicks, Arnold & 
Bender, solicitors, 35, King-street, Covent Garden, London, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 








The King kas approved the appointment of Mr. H. W. T. Bowygar, 
now Charity Commissioner and Secretary to the Commission, to be Chief 
Commissioner, in succession to Sir Charles Cook, K.C.B., who retires on 
the 8th inst., and of Mr. H. P. Morris, Assistant Commissioner, to 
be Second Commissioner and Secretary. The post of Assistant Com- 
missioner vacated by Mr. Morris will not be filled up. By Mr. Bow- 













year’s appointment to be a Charity Commissioner and Secretary to the 
Commission, which was announced on 25th January, an economy of 
£1,000 a year was effected. The present rearrangement (says the 
Times) apparently secures a further saving of about £900 a year. 















Changes in Partnerships 






Amalgamation. 


Mr. MonraGue Benper, B.A., LL.D., has amalgamated his practice 
with that of the late firm of Hicks, Arnold & Mozley, from which 
firm Mr. Mozley has now retired, and he will in future practise in 
partnership with Mr, H. Lewis Arnold, Mr, Bertram W, Arnold, Mr. 
Montie P. Arnold and Mr. A. Lewis Arnold, at 35, King-street, Covent 
Garden, London, W.C., under the style of Hicks, Arnold & Bender. 
















Dissolution. 


Henry Lewis ARNoup and LionEL BARNeED Mozvry, solicitors (Hicks, 
Arnold & Mozley s 35, King street, Covent Garden, in the county of 
London. Feb. 26. [Gazette, Mar. 3. 
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General. 


Lord Robert Cecil, Minister of Blockade, has appointed Mr. bD. O. 
Malcolm to be an assistant adviser on questions affecting enemy trade. 


Mr. Henry Egan Hill, aged forty-eight, of Sherborne-lane, E.C., of 
the firm of Messrs. Williamson, Hill & Co., solicitors, left estate of gross 
value £18,323 

Mr. Samuel Hill Smith Lofthouse, K.C., V.D., aged seventy-two, of 
Shepperton, Recorder of Doncaster from 1896 to 1910, Colonel of the 
Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers, left estate of gross value £20,331. 


Deprecating the suggestion for the suspension of the fanctions of the 
ound jury during the war, Mr. Montagu Sharpe, at the Middlesex 
Sessions last Saturday, said that since 1906 the yearly average of bills 
thrown out by the Middlesex grand jury was between seventy and eighty. 


The controversy on the appointment of a joint clerk to the justices at 
Bristol, at a salary beginning at £700 a year, has had an unexpected 
result. After the selection by the justices of Mr. Walter Crosby, of 
Chertsey, the Bristol Council passed a resolution that it was unnecessary 
to fill the vacancy during war time and appealed to the Home Secretary 
not to endorse the appointment. The Home Secretary confirmed Mr. 
Crosby's election, but now Mr. Crosby has intimated that he will not 
accept the appointment 


In a letter to the 7'imes of Tuesday, Mr. F. Steward Taylor says :— 
“Dr, Johnson, writing in 1759, makes Rasselas ask the Inventor why 
he objects to impart his art of flying to all the world, when he receives 
this reply:— If men were all virtuous, I should with great alacrity 
teach them to fly sut what would be the security of the good if the 
bad could at pleasure invade them from the sky? Against an army 
sailing through the clouds, neither walls, mountains, nor seas could afford 
security. A flight of northern savages might ‘hover in the wind, and 
light with irresistible violence upon the capital of a fruitful region.” A 
flight of northern sayages, indeed !’’ 


In the House of Commons, on 24th February, Mr. Herbert Samuel, 
in reply to Mr. R. M‘Neill, said that 7,350 of the 12.446 male and about 
two-thirds of the 10,500 female uninterned enemy aliens in this country 
were technically of German nationality. It was not possible to state 
how maay were natives of Alsace-Lorraine, but persons of French race 
from Alsace-Lorraine formed only one of the several classes of friendly 
race or sympathies who were technically of German nationality; 6,756 
male Germans and Austrians of military age had been exempted from 
internment, and of this number the natives of Alsace-Lorraine, the 
Czechs, Poles, and Southern Slavs, amounted to a little over 3,000. He 
could not give the figures as to other persons of friendly race or 
sympathies. 

Mr. Zachary 


director of Henry R 
E.C., 


Reading, a 
Exchange 
has left property 
being £121,889. 


Merton, of Folly Farm, 
Merton & Co. (Limited), 
who died on 29th November, 

£149,865, the net personalty 
codicils the testator disposed of about £170,000 
in legacies to his wife, other relatives, friends, and employees 
and servants, and left the residue of his property, subject 
to the life interest for his wife, for the purpose of establishing con 
valescent homes for poor people, directing that, as he did not know 
what the value of his property in Germany might be, no legacies except 
those te his wife should be payable until one year from the declaration 
of peace between England“and Germany 


Sulhampstead, 
Metal 
buildings, 
of the value of 


By his will and 


In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, in reply to Major Newman, said :—The Retrenchment Com 
mittee considered the administration of the Land Valuation Department 
amd heard evidence on the subject fromthe Inland Revenue, who 
assured them that the staff had been reduced to the bare minimum 
necessary for the continuance of the work imposed by statute. The 
question withheld from the purview of the Committee was that of the 
repeal of the Act itself. It was not considered desirable that a highly 
controversial political question of this nature should be raised at the 
present time. Major Newman asked whether it would not be possible 
without repealing the statute to put a stop to the activities of the 
Department, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer replied that it was 
absolutely necessary that the work under the statute should be carried 
on. 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Tennant, asked by Mr. 
Radford whether he was aware that the Islington local tribunal had 
refused exemption to a man who was the only son of his widowed mother, 
his only brother having been killed in the war, and his mother being 
entirely dependent on him for her support; and whether he would issue 
directions to local tribunals that exemption should be granted in such 
cases, answered :—My attention has not been drawn to the case referred 
to, and my hon. friend’s suggestion is one for the Local Government 
Board to consider. I believe that the local tribunals are administering 
the Act and Regulations both carefully and conscientiously. Any decision 
to which they may come is subject to the right of appeal. Replying to 
Mr. Hogge, Mr. Tennant said he was aware that the Prime Minister 
stated that the tribunals would exempt the last remaining male member 
of a damily; he was not aware that the tribunals had done differently. 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
BSTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock .. om £400,000 
Debenture Stock one - pret aula --» £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 


‘orms of Propesal and full infermation cam be obtained at the Society's 0 ficer. 
. _ ex G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 


- to — = 





Mr. Outhwaite asked whether he was aware that some tribunals had 
announced that they would grant no total exemptions. Mr. Tennant said 
he was not aware of that. 








*“Otp”’ ’Varsity men will be glad to know that they can still obtain 
their favourite Lounge Chair, one of the most delightful reminders of 
College days. On account of its luxurious comfort, remarkable durability 
and moderate cost, the Oxford ’Varsity Lounge Chair is ideal for study 
and smoking-room. Prices from 22s. 6d. to 35s. 6d., according to length 
Patterns of the coverings post free. Wutt1am Baker & Co., Lrp., The 
3road, Oxford.—(Advt.) 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice 
Date. ROTA. No. 1 NEVILLE. 

Monday.. Mar. 13 Mr. Church Mr. Borrer Mr. Synge 

Tuesday 14 Farmer Leach rrer 
Wednesday .. 15 Synge Jolly 

Thursday .... 16 Jolly Bloxam 

17 Bloxam Goldschmidt 

Saturaay .... 18 Greswell Farmer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
YOUNGER. PETERSON, 


Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Leach 
Bloxam Go!dschmidt 

Church 

Greswell 

Jolly 

Borrer 


Mr. Justice 
vE. 


Mr. Greswe!l 
Church 
Leach 
borrer 
Synge 
Jolly 


ac 
Goldschmidt 
armer 
Church 
Synge 
Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. 

Mr. Farmer 
Synge 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 


Church 


Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. 


83 Mr. Jolly 
Greswell 
Borrer 
Synge 
Farmer 
Bloxam 


Date. 


Monday ..Mar. 
Tuesday 
Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday........ 
Saturday 


Farmer 
Church 
Greswell 
Leach 








. . . 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazett'—FrIDAY, Feb. 25. 


FEDERATED GROWERS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 27, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert 
Hastings, 8, Ova! rd, Gravelly Hill, Birmingham, liquidator. 

NORTH WESTERN MoTor Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 25, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wil- 
liam Ro: Sharp, 30, Brown st, Manchester, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 29. 


DARWIN STEAMSHIP Co., LtpD.—Crediters are required, on or before Mar 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to sir Aithur 
Holland, John Heaton Hield and Charles Frederick Holland, 2, East India av, Leaden- 
hall st, liquidators, 

CENTAUR WINE Co. oF Cyprus, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before Mar 13, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ST of their debts or claims, to Howard Dennis. Staple House, 51-2, Chancery 

n, joint liquidator. 

DEWSBURY TEXTILE PRINTING Co., LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar l4, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Henry Shaw, Market pl, Dewsbury, liquidator. 

GEORGE ARMITAGE & Co.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Albert Frederick 
Horatio Render, Beckett's Bank chmbs, Cheapside, Bradford. 

HOME AND FOREIGN DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 12, to sendin their names and sddresses, and the particul rs of their 
debts or claims, to Harold William Batty, 146, Bishopsgate, liquidator. . 

R. J. NELL & Co., Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 29, to send in their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George H. 
Gooda 1, River Head, Louth, Lines, liquidator. 

OSBORNE, HOTEL (TORQUAY), LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 4, to send 
in their names and addiesses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Judson Mills, 110, Cheapside, liquidator. 

SCIENTIFIC CARPET SHAKING AND BED CLEANING Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, 00 
or before Mar 20, to send their names and ad iresses, and the particulars of their debts 
rd — to James William Bray Brown, Prudential bidgs, Corporation st, Birmingham, 

quidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY Mar. 3. 


BLACKMORE VALE Dairy Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debits or claims, 
to Arthur Fitzwilliam Grimley, Greenhill, Sherborne, Dorset, liquidator, 
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TTER, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 8, to send their names 
sono + acon and the particulars of their debts or claims to Mr. Frank Nielsen, 
«“ Woodside,” Bitterne, liquidator. 
» STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 13, to send 
ee eomes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim; to Thomas 
Adam, jan, K. Exchange tlds, Quayside, Newca tle-on-Tyne, I'quidator. 
WALES CONFECTIONARY Co, LTD,—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 20, 

7 cond the names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Gill, 5, Harrington st, Liverpeol, liquidator. 

READER'S PATENTS & ENGINEERING Co, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edward Watts Catherington Whittaker, 3, Portland st, Southampton, 
liquidator, 

& Son Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31 to send their ‘names 

— addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick William 
Duart-Smith, New Inn chmbrs, King st, Gloucester, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Feb. 18. 

» Si Motor Co. (Da lington), Blakesley Co-operative Society, Ltd. 
ee ee c aie Kirman Renovating Co, Ltd. 
Australian Oil Properties, Ltd. 
Cornishes, Ltd. 

Société Des Mines D’O or, Ltd. 
International Stock Exchange, Ltd. 


Ltd. 
Albert Club (1907), Ltd. 
Letters Patent Insurance Co, Ld. 
J Harrison & Son (Alcester), Ltd. 
1.C. Robinson, Ltd. 
Eades Hoist Co, Ltd. 


London Gazetie.—TUE*DAY, Feb. 22. 


Kitson’s Eureka Disinfectants Co, Ltd United Mine’a Mining Co, Ltd. 
Tubbs & Farey, Ltd. Crisp, Athill & Co, Ltd, 
New Era Club for Ladies Ltd. Douglas Gordon, Ltd. 
Naval Construction & Equipment Co, Ltd. Darwin Steamship Co, Ltd. 
Darlington Garage, Ltd. Braintree Masonic Hall Co, Ltd. 
EB W. Ranwell & Co, Ltd. Sittingbourne Hygienic Laundry Co, Ltd, 
Standard Feather Co, Ltd. Quintus & Co, Ltd 
Oldham Temperance Miesion Coffee Tavern 
Co, Ltd. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb 25. 


Morris, Russel] & Co, Ltd. 

Gresham St_ am Shipping Co, Ltd. 

Société DEquipement Kusse (Systéme 
Mills), Ltd. 

Empire Duplex Cott .n Gin 6Byndicate, Ltd. 

Regent's Park Hand Laun‘ry, Ltd. 

Norwegian Zinc Mining Concessions, Ltd. 

Bath and District Farmers, Ltd. 


West Drayion Golf Club, Ltd. 
Vule> Accessories, Lt1. 

C. A. Potter, Ltd. 

C. M. J. 8., Ltd. 

Fravk T. Sab n, Ltd. 

Johnson Stee! Syndicate, Ltd, 
G. D. Smith & Son, Ltd. 

B. T. Cave, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London G izette.~FRIDAY, Feb. 25. 
HAMILTON, COLONEL ARTHUR RICHARD Colk, Beltrim, Tyrone, Ireland, and Frimley 
Green, near Aldershot, Hants Mar 2’ Hastie and Victress v Royds, Younzer, J 
W. H. Browr, Bedford sq, W.C. 
Wooprow. ARTHUR THOMAS, Forburg rd, Clapto», and Kingslard rd, Middlesex 
Artificial |imb and Surgi al tnstrument Maker Mar3l Howell v Woodrow 
Younger, J Fairbairn, Fiusbury sq, E.C. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 3. 


ABRAHAMS, ISAAC JosEPH, 303-306, Mansion House-chambers, and 51, Rutland Fark- 
mavsions, Willesden Green. April7. Wright v Abrahams, NevilleJ. Rubinstein, 
Nash & Co., Raymond-buildings, Gray's Inn. 

HAYNES, FREEMAN ARCHIBALD GRANT. 66, Watwick-gardena, Solicitor, April3. 
v Button and Another, Eve J. Higginson, Great St. Thomas Apostle 

NorTHEY, ABRAHAM PEARCE, 30. Fore-street, Redruth, Cornwall, Draper. 
Eldridge and Morris v Northey and Another, Eve J. Grylls, Redruth. 

ROUTLEDGE, JOSEPH, Green Bank, Chester-le-itieet, Durham. Mar. 28. Gardner v 
Rontiedge and Ancther,Younger J. Tun icliffe, Arundel House, Aruadel-:treet, 
Victoria Emba::kment, 


Cornish 


April 4, 





& 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb, 18. 


Mari18 Aldrich. Brighton 

BARNETT, HAROLD THORNTON, Staines Middix Mar 31 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

BARROW, MARIA ANNE, Cleved: n,Somerset Mari5 Swann & Co, Cannon st 

BIRD, WILLIAM, Hayton, nr How Mil!, Cumberland, Farmer Mar 25 Errington & Son, 
Carligle 

BRAHAM, GEORGINA ANN, Weston super Mare 
Mare 

BROOKS, JOHN CHARLES, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Mar 18 Chapman & Co, 
Manchester 

BUNBURY, MARY LENNOX, Brighton Mar 27 

CHAPMAN, CHARLES, Connaught st, Hyde Park Mar 18 
Bloc msbury 

CLEGG, HANNAH, Todmorden, Yorks Mar 21 

CRAIG, MINNIE, Overstrand mns, Battersea Park Mar 31 
Carey st 

DEARMER, JESSIE MABEL PRICHARD, St Mary's Vicarage, Primrose Hill, Middix Mar 19 
Kromet & fons, Tadcaster 

DOBSON, MARY ELLINOR EpITH, Powis gdns, Talbot rd, Bayswater Mar 31 Stow & Co, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

DUNHAM, DINAH, Spi sby, L'ncoln 


AYLING, MARIA, Brighton 


April 3 Baker & Co, Weston super 


Nicholson & Co, Queen Anne's gate 
Routh & Co, Southampton st, 


Blomley & Son, Todmorden 
Waterhouse & Co, New ct, 


Mar 20 Walker & Co, Spilsb 


y 
| DURSTON, MARY ANN JONES, Woolavington, Somerset Mar2l Strick & Bellingham, 


Swansta 

FIELDING, EpITH LAVINIA, Salford April 2 Makinson & Co, Manchester 

FISHER, ROBERT, Upper Phillimore pl, Kensington Mar3l1 G@ & A Marshall, New eq 

GALE, LOUISA JANE, Bath Mar2l Piuk & Marston, Portsmouth 

GATENBY, MARY ELIZABETH, Brighton April3 Herman, Verulam bldgs, Gray's inn 

GILLARD, WILLIAM, Barton upon Humber, Lincs, Shopkeeper Mar 16 Mason, Barton 
upon Humber 

GOLIGHTLY, CHARLES HuGu, Torquay Mar 17 Fream & Corke, Gloucester 

GOODLAKE, THOMAS SURMAN, Old sq, Barrist-r at Law Mar28 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fi Ids 

HAMBLY, RICHARD, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs 

HAMMOND, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bishops Waltham, Southampton, Yeoman 
ner & Kirby. Bishops Waltham, Hants 

HARLOW, JOHN WILLIAM, Hillsborough, Sheffield Jackson & Jackson, 
Sheffield 

HARRISON, ANNIE, Middlesbrough Mar 15 

HARRISON, WILLIAM LoMAS, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada 
Birmingham 

HICKMAN, JAVAN, Pen nett, Staffs 

HOWARD, CHARLES, Ludlow, Salop 

HOWELL, MARY ANNA, Norwich Mar 16 

HOWELL, AGNES Rous, Norwich Mar 16 

Houston, WILLIAM Henry, Beckenham, Kent Mgr 25 
House, Trump st 

JENKINS, WILLIAM, Ma‘ndee, Newport, Mon, Puddler 
Mon 

LEE, SOPHIA, St Margarets on Thames Mar 25 

a, ELIZABETH, L anvihangel-Pontymoile, nr Pontypool, Mon 
Cardiff 

LocKk, ADA HELEN, Peckham rd, Camberwell 
Westminster 

LYTHALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Egbaston, Birmingham 
ham 

MOWILLIAM, JAMES, Church rd, Forest Hill Mar 22 Chadwick, Coleman st 

MASON, WILLIAM. Sheffield Mar 29 Kesteven. sheffield 

MILLS, HARRY. Waltham Abbey, Essex Mar25 Jessopp & Gough, Waltham Abbey 

Moon, RALPH JOHN, Littlehampton Mar 31 Potter & Crundwe!l, Guildford 

NEAVE, WILLIAM ALLEN, Fordingbridge Hants, Miller Mar 25 Page & Gulliford 
Southampton 

raanee cea Rundell rd, Maida Vale Elkin & Henriques, Salters 

all ct 

PEASE, MARY LEcKY, Richmond, Yorks Mar3l1 R bins & Co, Linco'n’s inn fields 

PEPPERCORNE, ELLEN, East Malling, Maidstone Mar 20 King & Co, Queen Victoria st, 

POLLARD, HENRY, Pendl.ton, Manchester, Engineer, Mar 21 Moore & Shepherd, Brad- 
ford 

RANDOLPH, ARTHUR BERTRAM, Sheringham, Norfolk Maré Pritchard & Co, Painters’ 
Hal), Little Trinity In 

ROWLANDS, ANNE, Dolgelly, Merioneth Mar18 Joner, Dolgelly 

SANDERS, SAMUEL, Haslemere, Surrey Mar20 Haslam & Sanders Moorgate st 

SANDERSON. WILLIAM, Stretford, nr Manchester M r 20 Mills, Heywood 

Saag, Come, WILLIAM CHARLES, LittleSilworthy, Devon Mar 31 Warner & Kirby, 

inchester 

SPARROW, FRANK, Freshford, Kilkenny Mar 21 
Strand 

Swain, EMMA, Handsworth, Birmingham Mar2l Gateley & Sons, Birmingham 

STANFIELD, MARGARET ANN, Lees, nr Oldham Mar4 Rowbotham, Oldham 

STRINGER, JAMES CHARLES, Kenilworth, Warwick Mar 81 Hughes & Masser, 
Coventry 

TAYLOR CHARLOTTE, King’s Heath, Birmingham Mar25 Cottrel & Son, Birmingham 


Mar 30 Welsh & Sons, Manchester 
Mar25 War- 


Mar 12 


Dawes, Middlesbrough 


Mar 25 Cottrell & Son, 


Feb 28 Lees, Dudley 

Mar 15 Clark & Co, Ludlow 

Hansells & Hale:, Norwich 

Hansells & Hales, N. rwich 

Wild & Collins, St Lawrence 
Mar 25 Howells, Newport, 


Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
Mar 31 Fisher, 


Mar 20 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq 


April3 Harding & Son, Birming- 


Mar 15 


Nicholson & Crouch, Surrey st, 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
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FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STEHREUT, LONDON, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


LICENSES 


INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sesrions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for iasertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent ona 


POOLING INSURANCE. 

The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
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TAYLOR, Ropert, Acomb, York Mari9 Jones, York 

TURNBILL, JAMES, Howick, Lesbury, Northumberland 
wic 

Weir, Col Joun, New York, USA Mar25 Coward & Co, Mincing In 

Waits, WILLIAM, Southsea Mar2l Pink & Marston. Southsea 

WILLIAMS, SARAH, Sarisbury, Southampton Mar 2 Warner & Kirby, 
Waltham 

Witson, Jous, Acorn pl, Peckham Mar 31 Jennings, Kentish Town rd 

Wiss, MARY, Poole, Dorset Mar25 Tievanion & Co, Poole 

WoORMALD, Brigadier-General FRANK, Norwich Mar3l Leighton & Savory, Carey st 

WRIGHT, CHARLES EMILIUS, Fleet st Mar 4 Cox & Son, Cannon st 

Writs, Ropgrt, Liverpool, Architect Mar3l Harrison & Co, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 22. 

ADAMS, ADAM, Colchester, Stationer Mar26 Page & Ward, Colchester 
ALGER, ELLEN EMILY, College pl, Camden Tuwn April4 James and James, Ely pl 
ASKHAM, CHRISTIANA, Pocklington, Yi rks Mar 3) Holden & Co, Hull 
ATTKINS, HENRY DoNATUS, Walsa'l May 1 Evans & Son, Walsall 
RAINBRIDGE, FREDERICK THOMAS, Pelham cres Mar 31 Wallis & Co, Old J. wr 
BARNES, RopeRrt, Cochrane st. St John’s Wood Mar 25 Horsley & Weightman, Quild- 

hall chmbrs, Basingha!! st 
BASELEY, ANNIR, New Kings rd, Fulham Mar25 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st. 
BRIGHT, ANNIB, Bolsover st Mar25 Harman & Son, Great Portland st 
BREALY, * MMA, Okehampton, Devon Mar 25 Ford & Co, Exeter 
BILL, ‘ HARLES, Alton. Staffs Mar20 Blagg & Co, Che:dle 
BOOTHMAN, JANE, South Shore, Blackp ol Mar 25 Read & Eastwood, B’ackburn 
BORRIDGE, AZUBAH, West Bridgford, Notts Mar3t Williams & Co, Nottingham 
Byank, JomN, Liverpool, Diamond Mercha't Mar3l McKenna, Liverpool 
CHAMBERLAIN, EDGAR WARNER, late of HMS3 Bulwark, Engineer Commander 


Castle & Co, Fenchurch st 
CHERTHAM, SARAH HELEN, Beeston, Nottingham Mar 31 Barber, Nottingham 
Drake & Co, Rood In 


CosB, JOHN MILBOURN, Penzance Mar 24 Stevens, Cornwall rd 

CoLBOoURNE, HenaieTTaA Leonora, Beckenham, Kent Mar 31 

CRAWSHAW, EpmunNpD, B tley, Yorks, Reg Merchant April3 Breirley & Son, Batley 

CRESSWELL, Capt EpWARD ARTHUR, Wolverhampton Mari10 Page & Sons, Wolver- 
hampton 

Dixon, Exiz4 JANE, Burnley Mar22 Southern & Co, Burnley 

DOUGLAS, JAMES CURRIE, Dunedin, New Zealand, Carpenter Mar 21 Morton, Bath st, 
Glasgow 

FARRA, THOMAS, West Didsbury, Manchester Mar25 Higson & Co, Manchester 

GILLUM, Pripeavx, East Molesey, Surrey Mar 18 Wilde & Co, College hi 

GREIG, MORLAND Joun, Exford, nr Taunton Mar25 Troughton, Gravesend 

Hrepert, Harner, Edgeley, Stockport April 7 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 


Mar 20 Dickson & Wo, Aln- 


Bishops 


Mar 31 


HOOLB, ARNOLD HANKINSON, Kingsgate mns, Red Lion sq, Architect Mar 31  Free- 
man & Son, George st, Hanover sq 
HOWARD, HENRY CHARLES, Greystoke Castle, Cumberland April 3 Few & Co, 


Surrey st 

JACOBS, GRongE, Clacton on Sea, Police Pensioner Mar25 White, Clacton on Seca 

Jones, Morgan, Abercarn,Mon Mar3l Edwards & Son, Newport, Mon 

KAVANAGH, MICHAEL FRANCIS, Sheffield, Insurance Manager Mar 25 
Sheffield 

KEARsEY, GEORGE, Hove, Sussex Mar 31 Slade & Son, Wallingford 

KENYON, JANB, Radel ffe,Lancs Mar 21 Pickstone, Radcliffe 

KNIGHT, ELIZABETH, Peverell, Plymouth Mar24 Rodd & Son, Stonehouse 

LAN®, JoHN, Parkstone, Dorset April3 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bidgs 

Martin, Joun Gronas, Brockley, Kent Maris Liddle & Liddle, Great Tower st 

MAXWELL, FRANCIS PERCIVAL, Liverpool, Oil Refiner Mari6 Read & Brown, 
001 

Minoan, Moses, Warborough, Oxford Mar 31 Slade & Son, Wallingford 

O'CONNELL, Emi.y, East Molesey, Surrey Mar25 Tylee & Co, Essex at 

O’Donerty, MicHakL Josepu, Manchester Mar 27 Byrne, Listowel, co Kerry, 
Jreland 

PARNABY, ELLEN, Blackhill, Durham Mar 31 Welford & J.ickson, Consett 

Pippet, JuLiet ELizapeTa Mary, Solihull, Warwick Mar 22 Mitchell & Chattock, 
Birmingham 

POWELL, THROPHILUS, Penydarren, Merthyr Tydfil Mar25 James, Merthyr Tydfil 

Scorr. PHILip HERBERT, Poole, Dorset Mar25 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

SILVESTER, JOHN, Sarisbury, Hants, Wheelwright Maril Shield & Mackarness, Alres- 
ford, Hants 

Sow, LouIsaA MARIA, Southsea Mari4 Hancock & Willis, Verulam bidgs, Gray's inn 

STEDDY, MARTHA ANN, Ashford, Kent Mar? Hallett & Co, Ashford 

STEVENS, CHARLES WILLIAM, Muswell Hill April 10 Dixon & Hunt, Verulam bidgs, 
Gray's inn 

WALKER, LyDiA, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs Mar31 Robinson, Blackpool 

WHITCHURCH, MARGARET ELIZABETH GURNEY, Norwich April 1 Bowles & F ench, 
Nassau st, Dublin 

WHITEHEAD, RICHARD, Crumyeal), pr Manchester Mar 21 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 25. 

ANDREW, ALEXANDER ALLAN, Golder’s Green Maré Russell & Duncan, St Vincent st, 
Glasgow 

ANDREWS, ELLEN, Winchester, Hants Mar 31 Faithfull, Winchester 

BAREHAM, Marky ANN, Clare, Suffolk Mar25 Dawson & Burgess, Doncaster 

BARTON, MABEL, Warton, nr Carnforth, Lancs April3 Hal! &Co, Lancaster 

BEAN, GeornGe, Withyham, Sussex Mar27 Harris & Co, tunbridge Wells 

BRaR, ANNI® Euiza, Bury, Lancs April21 Houston, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

BIANCHI, ANTONIO, Woodford, Essex Mar3l Fraser & Son, Southampton st, Blooms- 


Morley, 


Liver- 


Pickstone, Radcliffe, Lancs 


bury 

BIRKINSHAW, GEORGE, Balby, Doncaster, General Dealer Mar3l Dawson & Burgess 
Doncaster 

BROCKSOPP, FRANK, Hove, Sussex Mar 31 

Rupp, WRinch JOSEPH CHARLES, Shanghai, 
Chancery Io 

Byatt, Emma Lovisa, Harrogate Mar 21 

CAMPBRLL, Rev NORMAN, Caterham April6 Clarke & Co, Gresham House 

CLARKE, SAMUEL, Over Peover, Chester, Farmer Mar 81 Swindells, Macclesfield 

CoLe, HARRIET, Mile Town, Sheerness Mar4 Stallon & Sons, Sheerness, Kent 

Cross, HENRIETTA, Champion Hill, Denmark Hill Mar 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury cir 

DAVkY, JOnN, Frithville gdne, Shepherd's Bush April 8 Kennedy & Co, Russell sq 

DAVIES, ARTHUR CYRIL RICHARDS, Basford, Stoke on Trent Mar3i Maclean & Hand. 
cock, Cardiff 

Drayoort, Jouyx, Burion on Trent Mar38l Drewry & Co, Burton on Trent 

ENNOR, ADOLPHUS FRANK, Beckenham, Kent Mar 31 Pakeman & Co, Ironmonger In 

FARTMING, KLDMUND JOHN, The Avenue, West Ealing Mar 31 Mote & Son, Gray's 
inn sq 

Fassnipe®, MARIA, Droitwich, Worcester Mar 25 Smith & Co, Fenchurch bidgs 

FRARNSIDE-SPEED, Major HeykyY, Inglis rd, Eating April 24 Hosking & Berkeley, 
Lincoln's inn fleids 

PENN, ANNA JUDITH, Blackheath pk Mar25 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

PERRYMAN, MARY JANB, Cheltenham Mar3! Sismey & Co, Pump ct 

FLETCHER, FRANCES EMMA SOUTHBY, Enfield, Middix May 31 Lewis & Sons, Wilming- 
ton sq 

FORSTER, KACHEL COOK, Great Driffield, Yorks Mar24 Iveson & Co, Hull 

Grace, JouN, Eltham, Kent, Farmer Mar9 Turner, Dunedin House, Basinghall ay 

GrvUMMANT, Jane, Penrith April17 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

HALL, SAMUEL, Southport Mar3l Slater & Co, Manchester 


Warmington & Edmonds, Coleman st 
China Aug 4 Indermaur « Brown, 


Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 


Har, Colo: e! Jams, CB, Branksome pk, Bournemouth Mar 31 _ Lefroy, Bourne- 
mou 

HOLLAND, JOHN, Moss Side, Manchester April 21 Houston, Duchy of Lancaster 
Office 








——, WILLIAM THORPE, Bridgeport, Connecticut, USA Mar 31 Jobson, 

ns 

INGHAM, FoULDS, Mcre ambe April 1 Riley, Halifax 

JENKINS, JOHN, Liantrisint,Glam Mar 22 Gwyn & Gwyn, Cowbridge, Gla:n 

Jomns, RICHARD, Beckenham, Kent Mar 31 Sma!iman, Queen st, C eapside 

L&VIN, ——+" REINHOLD, Philpot In, Wine Agent Mar 31 Fullilove & Op 

nnon 8 - 

Liman, Groner, Barrow in Furness, Iancs April 21 Douglas Houstoun, Duchy of 
Lancaster Office 

McGroxGe, Is\ BELLE, Essex rd, Islington Ajrill Wood & Sor, Poultry 

MACINTYRE, ALEXANDER, Harrogate Mar2l Titley & Paver-Crow, Haircgate 

MILDER, FRIEDRICH, George st, Hanoversq Mar25 Harston & Bennett, Bishopsgate 

ao MARY, Farnworth, Lancs April 21 Douglas Houston, Duchy of Lancaster 

ce 

OXLEY, GEORGE, Burnham Westgate, Norfolk Mar 20 Loynes & Son, Wells, Noifolk 

MORGAN, HARINGTON, Khartoum, Sudan April2 Freshfields, Old Jewry 

PACKMAN, RECBEN, Croydon Mar2 Crawley & Co, Chancery In 

PalGk, CHRISTIAN, Paignton, Devon Mar24 Eastley & Eastl-y, Paignt n 

PEARCE, LEWIS, Gloucester, Innkeeper Mar 25 Treasure, Gloucester 

PELHAM, ELBANOR, Hull; or JAMES PELHAM April8 Locki g & Co, Hul! 

PoNSONBY-FANE, Rt Hon Sir SPENCER CEcIL BRaBAZON, GCB, \eovil Apri! 8 
& Co, Russell sq 

POTTER, BRUCE HERSEER, Eastbourne April3 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Punt, JOHN, Bowes pk. Middix Mar 26 Marx & Colbourne, Brighton 

Rick, JOHN, Nhill, Victoria (Australia) Sept7 Proudfcot & Tu.ner, Collins st, Mel- 
bourne, Victoria 


Temple 


Kennedy 


ROBERTSON, JOHN Brass, Johannesburg, South Africa April8 Bisc e-Smith & Blagg, 
Portsmouth 
Rosook, Right Hon Sir HENRY ENFIELD, FRS, Leatherhead, Surrey Aprill baker & 


Co Cannon st 

RYDING, CAROLINE MARTHA, Handsworth Mar 31 Egginton, Birmingh:>m 

ee Ferryhill, Durham, Farmer Aprill Jennings & Son, Bishop Auck- 

* lan 

STACEY, GEORGE, Doncaster Mar 25 Dawson & Burges, Doncaster 

ie — WILLIAM STEWART, Sloanest Mar 25 Wood & Co, Raymond bidgs, 
Gray's inn 

TREEN, ARTHUR, Tresham av, Hackney, Carpenter Mar 23 Whale & Wates, Bank 
chmbrs, Woolwich 

WILDASH, FANNY, Cazenove rd, Stoke Newington Apri! 20 Budd, Bishopsgate 

WILson, THomAS, East Finchley Mar283 Dar gerfield & Co, Craven at, Charing Cross 

WINTER, GERTRUDE SOPHIA ANNA, Moun'serrat rd, Putney April15 Burton & Co, 
Surrey st, Strand 

Witt, HUBERT ARTHUR, Lymington,Southampton Mar25 Moore & Co, Lymington 

WoLpmN, HANNAH, Hyde, Chester Mar3l1 Drinkwater, Hyde 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Feb. £9. 


BARNES, WILLIAM, Rainford, Lancs Mar3l1 Brewis & Sons, St Hel-ns 

BARNWELL, JOHN, Herne Bay Mar31 Cockerell, North End rd, West Kensington 

BARRETT, THOMAS, West side, Clapham Common Mar3l Taylor & Co Strand 

BEDINGTON, JOHN ‘\ILLIAM, Birmingham April 1 Baker & Co, Birmingham 

BENTLEY, EMMA, Manchster Apr.17 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

BILLINGTON, MARGARET, Blackpool Mar 25 Philipps, Blackpool 

BINGHAM, THOMAS MARTIN, Wavertree, Liverpool, Corn Merchant Mar 31 
& Co, Liverp ol 

BIRLEY, HUGH HORNBY, Pendleton, Manchester Mar 25 Wil:on & Co, Manchester 

BIRMINGHAM, WILLIAM JAMES, Stockport, Cheshire Mar 25 Claye & Son, Man- 
chester 

BRAKSPEAR, RONALD WILLIAM, Henley on Thames April 14 Mercer & Biaker, Henley 
on Thames 

CARLEY, HENRY VicToR,Croydon Mar30 Carley, Canning rd, Croydon 

CARLEY, SAMUEL, Croydon Mar 30 Carley, Canning rd, C:oydon 

CARTER, GEORGE HERBERT, Sunderland Mcr24 Burnicle & Morton, Sunderland 

CLARKE, WILLIAM PARKINSON, Eastbourne Mar3l Hillman & Co, Eastbourne 

Coopgr, EvMA, St Leonards on Sea April 3 Chalinder & Co, Has*ings 

DE VROOME, MATTHYS, Amhurst rd, Stoke Newington Apiil8 Beckingsale & Co, Stoke 
Newington rd 

DOUGLASS, HELEN TwiGG, Blaydon on Tyne, Durham April 11 Wilkinsun & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

FARQUHARSON , JAME- DUNCAN, Newcastle upon Tyne, Surgeon Aprilll Wilkinson & 
Marshall, Newca-tl upon Tyne 

FERRIE, ANDREW, West Didsbury, Manchester, Drysalter Mar 29 Sutton & Co, Man- 
chester 

FISHER, MARY, Warringtoa 


Batesors 


Mar25 Stes!, Warrington 


GOULD, Jos, West Coker, Somerset, Twine Manufacturer April3 Marsh & Warry, 
Yeovil 
Grims_ey, JosePH GARRATT, Leices‘er, Ingineer Mar 31 S evenson & Son, 


Leicester 

HAIGH, SAMUEL, Baild: n, Yorks, Pookkeeyer Ayril3 Rhcdes& Hall, Bradford 

HARVEY, ANDREW, Woldi guam,Sarrey Aprili5 Lattey & Hart, Lead.nhall «t 

Hoven, Euiza JAN¥, Bolton Mari6 Phythian & B and, Manchester 

INGLIS, 9ANK, Bournemouth April5 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

IRVIN, Rev BENJAMIN, Bournemouth April 20 Gibson & Co, 
Tyne 

Kent, Henry, Bedford pl, Lonion Mar26 Arnatt John st, Bedford row 

Kipp, HAROLD, Glenshaw mans, Brixtonrd Mar 25 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

Kine, Henry, Elmfield rd, Balham Mar3l Gowing, Sackville st 

LONGSTAFF, JOSEPH, Middlesbrough Mar31 Smith, Middlesbrough 

MACALISTER, ANNB, Wavertree, Liverpool Mar 31 Batesons & Co, Liverp ol 

McEWAN, ELIZABETH, Bexhill on Sea Mar 27 Child, Paul's Bakehouse ct, God/iman st 

MACFARLANB, GEORGE, Manch«ster, Builder April 25 Innes, Manchester 

MITCHELL, JosuPH,-Birkdale, Southport Mar 5 Knowles & Son, Hyde 

MorFirr, ANN, Sunderland April6é Storey & Sons Sunderland 

MoRLeY, Ropeet, Manor pk, Lee April3 Wiid & Colins, St Lawrence Hvuse, 
Trump st 

O'suLLIVAN, AMELIA ANNIE, Croydon April29 Rutland & Crauford, Cha cery In 

PAINTER, EDWARD, Stockport, Chester, Draper Mar 31 Towns, L-venshulme 

ROBERTS, AMY CATBERINE CRAMER, Cnslow gdns, South Kensington April 8 
Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn fie'ds ; 

Rusk, JosEPH, Ashton in »akerfield, Insurance Agent Mar 26 Depa’ y Pnblic Trustee, 
Albert +q, Manchester 

ScoTT, Sanam, Pulory rd, West Hampstead Mar 30 Le Voi & Co, Bishopsg te 

SELBY, GATHERINE JANET, Wonersh, Surrey Aprilil Hays & Co, Clement's In 

SPILLER, GEoraE JouN, Southill, Bedford Mar 31 Chapman ‘& Chaundler, biggles 
wade, Beds 

Symzs, WILLIAM, Epping. Essex, Farmer Mar3l GJ & H B Creed, Eppi'g 

TATE, BABAR LovIsA, St Anves on the Sea, Lancs April 17 Simpson & Simpson, Man- 
chester 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Lambourne, Fssex. Farmer Mar 30 Hunt & Hunt, Romford 

THOMPSON, THOMAS, Cresford rd, Fulham Mar 81 Watkins, Park rd, Wands» orth 

TuER, JonN, Farnworth, Widnes, lancs Mar 3 Knowles, Widnes 

UsBorng, THOMAS, Writtle, Essex April3 Budd & Co, Aus ia Friars 

VAROOR, ARNOLD Eopert THOMAS HICKS, Elsdale st, South Hackney, Draper Mar 30 
le Voi & Co, Bishopsgate 

VENNER, ROBERT FRANCIS SIDEBOTTOM, Old Queen st, Westminster, Electrical Engineer 
Apri! 15 Ireland, Cromwell House, Surrey st 

WALSH, MARY, Witton, Birmingham Mar25 Baker & Co, Birmingham 

WHITE, AMELIA, Haverstock hill, South Hampstead Mar 20 Tatham & Lousada, Old 
Broad st 


Newcast'e upon 
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